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JOHN SHAW, 
STOCK AND SHARE DEALER. 


HEAD OFFICE :—WARDROBE CHAMBERS, DOCTORS’ 
COMMONS, LONDON, E.C. 





BRANCHES AT— 
165, Queen Victoria-street, E.C. 

19 and 20, Railway-approach, London Bridge, S.E. 
1, The Facade, Northumberland-avenue, 8.W. 

8, Haymarket, S W. 

174, Victoria-street, 8.W. 

62 and 63, New Bond-street, W. 

18, Westbourne-grove, W. 

65, Fenchurch-street, E.C. 

45, New Oxford-street, W. 

18la, Sloane-street, 8.W. 

69, Ship-street, Brighton. 

24 and 25, North-street, Brighton. 

6, Brown-street, Manchester. 

22, Westmoreland-street, Dublin. 





MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS. 
For the use of Trustees Joun Suaw has compiled his 
MANUAL OF TRUST INVESTMENTS, 
giving a full list of all Stocks in which Trustees can invest. 
Joun Sxuaw’s Manual of Trust Investments. 
Monthly Investment List. 
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10, 





FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
FREE, 


SIMPLE, ae 


SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,588,000. INCOME, £285,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Ir 1s unpERsToop that the Lord Chancellor has for some 
time been seeing representatives of both branches of the pro- 
fession on the subject of the judges’ resolutions, and that new 
rules are now — prepared by a draftsman well versed in the 
practice under the Judicature Acts. 





WE UNDERSTAND that a resolution in favour of continuous 
sittings in Lancashire and Yorkshire was passed at the con- 
ference which was held on the 26th ult. between the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society and delegates from the provincial 
law societies. 





We recrer to learn that Mr. Registrar Rott has been 
suffering during the last week from a severe chill, which has 
kept him from his duties, It is hoped thaphe may be able to 
return next week. 





A TRANSFER of sixty actions to Mr. Justice Waicnt was 
signed, as we are informed, on Thursday last, but in conse- 
quence of its not having been published at the time of our going 
to press, we are unable to give our readers the advantage of its 
contents. This is most unfortunate, seeing that Mr. Justice 
Weuiaut has nearly completed the hearing of his present list of 
fifty actions, and may have to suspend his sittings for a day or 
two in order to give the parties to the new transfers time for 
preparation. ‘ 


Tue memsers of Court of Appeal No. 2, having completed 
the hearing of all the available appeals in their list, rose on 
Thursday, the 9th inst., and will not sit in until Tuesday, 
the 14th inst. Such a state of business in the Court of A 
has seldom, if ever, occurred, and that too before the middle of 
the sittings. What business the court will take next will be 
be shortly announced. 








THERE 1s yet a good amount of work left to come before 
Court of Appeal No. 1, and considerable progress will probably 
be made with this before Lord Justice Bowzn leaves on the 
14th of March to join the Midland Circuit at Warwick. After- 
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that date, if there is work for two divisions of the Court of 
Appeal, some assistance may be required which it may be diffi- 
oak to procure during the sitting of Parliament. 





TuE Lorn CuAnce.1or introduced on Tuesday two Bills, one 
‘‘to consolidate the law relating to the administration of 
estates,’”’ and the other ‘“‘ to amend the law relating to trustees,” 
Neither Bill had been issued up to the time of our going to 
press, and it is useless to speculate on the contents of the last- 
named measure, the title of which is suspicious. We warned 
our readers before the recent General Election that in the 
matter of encroachment on solicitors’ rights there is nothing to 
choose between the two great parties in the State, and that 
whatever Government might be in office a Land Transfer Bill 
and a Public Trustee Bill might be anticipated. The main 
danger, as we pointed out last week, is that a fecling of the 
impossibility of the present Government carrying any addition 
to its already lengthy programme of Bills may lead to apathy 
on the part of solicitors; but we may, no doubt, rely on the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society, who last year pledged 
themselves, “‘ whenever and wherever possible, to oppose the 
further extension of officialism,”’ to take measures in good time 
with this object. 


Writtne with reference to the late Mr. Bartz J. L. Frere, 
whose death we noticed a fortnight ago, a correspondent says: 
‘‘ Apart from the splendid practice which he enjoyed, and which 
he to some extent inherited, Mr. Frere was an ornament to the 
legal profession by reason of his high principle and the keen- 
ness and breadth of his intellect. Hating all cant and humbug, 
from which he was absolutely free, he was a Christian, a good 
Churchman, and a man of the greatest kindness and liberality. 
His charity was bestowed in the quietest and most unostenta- 
tious manner, his left hand truly not seeming to know what his 
right hand did ; but the help which he gave was widely spread, 
and will be widely missed. He was an acute and, with his 
strong sense of humour, a somewhat unsparing critic; but there 
was no unkindliness in his judgment of men and things. 
Greatly beloved in his home, and most highly esteemed by a 
large circle of friends, Mr. Frerz leaves behind him a fragrant 
memory, and a reputation worthy of his name, and of the pro- 
fession of which he was for many years a leading practitioner.” 





On Saturpay, in Re Walker, before Mr. Justice Norru, the 
question was raised whether a solicitor who claimed a lien for 
costs upon documents in his possession could be compelled to 
produce them for the purposes of the action. The client had 
changed his solicitor, and he sought to have the documents handed 
over to the new solicitor, subject to the lien of the former solicitor, 
as was done in Re Boughton (27 Soxicitrors’ Journat, 347, 23 
Oh. D: 169). In that case the action was an administration 
action, so that other persons were interested in the proceedings 
besides the solicitor’s own clients, and on that ground the order 
was made. The same principle has been recently extended to 
a partition action by Mr. Justice Norru in Boden v. Hensby (36 
Soricitors’ Journat, 152; 1892, 1 Ch. 101). In Re Walker no 
third parties were interested in the litigation, or would be 
embarrassed by the enforcement of the lien. Mr. Justice Norru 
said that such cases as Re Boughton did not apply. The rule 
there laid down applied only to cases in which the rights of 
third parties were involved. He was not aware of any rule that 
@ person who wanted documents merely for his own purposes 
was entitled to have them delivered over on a change of solici- 
tors without discharging his former solicitor’s lien. In sucha 
case it was in the client’s own power to continue his proceedings 
by paying his former solicitor all the costs which were due to 
him, and till that had been done the solicitor was entitled to 
insist on his lien. 


On Monpay the question arose in the Court of Appeal, in a 
case of Hope v. Hope, whether the diary or day book of a 
deceasol-solicitor was admissible in evidence in a matter affect: 





ing the interest of a client. The question in the action was, 
whether a settlement, which on the face of it was purely volun- 
tary, was in fact made for valuable consideration. The appel- 
lants were mortgagees of the settlor, to whom, after the 


execution of the settlement, he had mortgaged the property, 


comprised in the settlement, and whose title would, under the 
Statute of 27 Elizabeth, prevail against the title of the bene- 
ficiaries, if the settlement were really a voluntary one. The 
applicants sought to put in evidence some entries in a diary of 
the solicitor who had prepared the settlement. He was dead. 
It was alleged that these entries tended to show that the settle- 
ment was in fact purely voluntary. The Lords Justices looked 
at the entries in question, and came to the conclusion that they 
did not in any way assist the ———. and, consequently, it 
became unnecessary to decide whether they were admissible. 
But all the members of the court (Linptzy, Lorzs, and Kay, 
L.JJ.) expressed themselves as strongly inclined to the view 
that the entries were not admissible on the ground that they 
were not made in the discharge of any duty of the solicitor. 
But, there being some aostin cases which were apparently in 
conflict with this view, and which it would be necessary to 
consider before giving a final decision on the point, the court 
carefully abstained from expressing a concluded opinion. 





On Wepnespay the Lord Chancellor received a deputation 
from the Liverpool and Manchester Chambers of Commerce and 
law societies on the subject of continuous sittings of a judge of 
the High Court at Liverpool and Manchester alternately. The 
deputation was introduced by Sir Henry Jamzs, and he and 
Lord Herscue.t between them seem to have recognized the two 
chief difficulties in the way. The judges do not care for the 
idea of prolonged absences from town, and, if Lancashire 
receives special attention, other places will consider that they 
are entitled to special attention as well. As to the judges, the 
sittings might be so divided between them as not to impose- an 
undue amount of inconvenience upon any one, and, in point of 
fact, a residence for some months in the year in the northern 


county would seem to be preferable to the itinerant life on | 


circuit. As to the possible jealousy of other places, it is solely 
a question of whether such other places can shew similar require- 
ments. The principle of our system of judicature is that causes 
shall be tried locally, and the circuits are supposed to give each 
county sufficient opportunity for the trial of its causes. If the 
period allowed is not sufficient, it ought to be enlarged. This, 
in fact, is done from time to time, and hence the four assizes 
which Liverpool and Manchester already have. ‘To further 
increase the time allowed for these, and make the sittings con- 
tinuous, is not so much a change of principle as a development 
of the present system. If the cities in question can shew that 
they have business to occupy a judge continuously, they are en- 
titled to the measure now asked for. To deny it is to say that 
the business must be unduly hurried, or that suitors must be 
forced to take their cases to London. 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT that the Queen has granted the prayers 
of the inhabitants of Leeds and Sheffield, that those towns 
might be raised to the rank and dignity of city, makes it 
natural to inquire what such rank and dignity may be, and what 
privileges they confer. According to Lord Coxe the places in 
question are aspiring to a dignity to which they are not entitled. 
“‘A city,” he says, ‘‘is a borough incorporate, which hath or 
hath had a bishop; and though the bishopric be dissolved, yet 
the city remaineth” (Co. Litt. 109b). But though this accords 
with the popular notion that cities and bishoprics are necessarily 
connected, it does not appear to be strictly accurate. It may be 
suggested that a city is a town which, by reason of its population 
and general importance, is entitled to a position of pre-eminence, 
and, as such places were in old times usually the sees of ‘bis- 
hops, the idea that the rank of the city depended on the see 
was not unnatural. But the former possession of a bishop does 
not in practice entitle a town to the rank of a city, even though it 
be incorporated. Sherborne is incorporated and was in ancient 
times the seat of the bishopric which in 1078 was removed to 

lisbury, but it is not called a city; and so with Thetford, at 
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one time the seat of the bishops of Norwich. On the other] every instance be coupled with some evidence as to the de- 


hand, Westminster, which was made a bishopric by Henry VIII., 


and so continued till the following reign, is a city, but is not a| plied to satisfy the eo debt. Salary, being 


fendant’s means of subsistence whilst his income is being a 
assignab 


corporate borough. In fact, however, it appears to derive its | may be liable to equitable execution (except in the cases where 


title to be call 
express nt, the letters patent of Henry VIII. which created 
it a bishopric also declaring that it should thenceforth be 
called the City of Westminster (Co. Litt. 109b, note (3) ). 
There are few instances at present where the rank of city is 
accorded to a town that is not the seat of a bishop; but in the 
United States, where no question of ecclesiastical position arises, 
the distinction between towns and cities exists, and charters are 
given ge, Fag from the rank of town to that of city. In 
the case of Leeds and Sheffield it ps pen to be proposed to 
revert to the notion of city as a town of special importance, and 
the distinction will be conferred on the town very much as a 
peerage is conferred on an individual. But, so far as we are 
aware, it is a rank of dignity merely, carrying with it no legal 
consequences, except that of abridging the descriptions of 
citizens in deeds, by the omission of the county. 





Tue question between our esteemed contributor and Mr. 
Munton as to the expression “ geographical limits,” as applied 
to the jurisdiction of a commissioner for oaths, really resolves 
itself into one of the meaning intended to be attached to that 
expression. The matter cannot be put more clearly than in the 
following remarks which we have received from our con- 
tributor :—‘‘I quite agree that an English commissioner for 
oaths may swear an affidavit out of England for use in Eng- 
land. The Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889, distinctly says 
so. But that is not a removal of — limits to his 
jurisdiction. Wherever he may go out of England, he can only 
administer oaths for use in England. That is one geographical 
limitation. And when he is in England he cannot, under his 
commission, administer oaths for use in Scotland, or the 
colonies, or foreign countries. And when he is in England he 
may swear affidavits for use in Ireland, but if he goes any- 
where out of England he cannot do so (see the terms of the 
Irish Judicature Act, 1877, s. 74). I should call all those 
= limitations to his authority under his commission. 

oreover, if Mr. Munton, when he is on the Continent, 
administers oaths to foreigners, and happens to swear a German 
subject on German soil, he will promptly be clapped into 
prison. In England, on the contrary, he probably administefs 
oaths to Germans every day, as empowered under his commis- 
sion. That is, surely, a forcible proof that his commission has 
geographical limits. I gather from Mr. Munron’s letter that 
he considers his commission empowers him to administer oaths 
to foreigners abroad generally—foreigners, I mean, in their 
own country, the document being for use in an English court. 
But as a matter of fact even that power is limited geographic- 
ally, and is, moreover, precarious. The Spanish Government 
recently gave notice to our Government that they objected to 
our obtaining the evidence of Spanish subjects in —e except 
through their own courts and judges. The same rule has pre- 


a city, not from the former bishopric, but by | such assignment is held to be contrary to public policy), but it 


appears to be an extreme measure to put a receiver in possession of 
the entirety of a defendant’s att so kill the goose that 
lays the golden egg, directly by starvation, and indirectly by the 
loss of the productive employment which is almost certain to 
result. A mechanic's tools are exempt from execution; and in 
a debtor summons it is the practice to proportion the instal- 
ments ordered to be paid to the debtor’s means, having Hy 
to a sufficiency being left for the maintenance, not only of him- 
self, but possibly of a dependent wife and family. It would 
seem to be highly “just and convenient” to extend the like 
consideration to a defendant whose income may be liable to 
equitable execution, if the is to be “ equitable” in any 
respect beyond its descriptive title. The very absence per: 
dent justifies the inference that both judges and plaintifis are 
fully aware that a resort to this procedure against salary (except 
under exceptional circumstances) must result in a very temporary 
and problematical gain to the creditor, and in a very positive 
and permanent injury to the debtor. From our report of the 
case it will be noted that there wore special circumstances con- 
nected with it, such as the residence of the defendant out of the 
jurisdiction and absence of other assets within the jurisdiction, 
_— doubtless influenced the court in making an exceptional 
order. 





Tue supement of Hawkins and Vavenan Witttams, JJ., 
in Zhe Cirencester Election Petition, which was delivered on 
Monday last, has been freely commented upon by our lay con- 
temporaries, but some of the comments appear to have been 
suggested rather by the political proclivities of their authors 
than by any considerations of the law of the subject. The most 
noticeable point about the decision is that the learned judges 
did not think fit in giving judgment to deal with the individual 
cases of doubtful ballot-papers which they had scrutinized ; 
Hawkins, J., remarks as to these papers (if he is correctl 
reported), “‘I do not intend to discuss them, or to go in de 
into the various ballot-papers and the various marks upon them, 
or the particular reasons on which we have come to a conclusion 
in each case; if we did, no could come of it, for our 
decision on these matters is l. Therefore it is not. worth 
while to discuss them.” These remarks would, we submit, 
apply with equal force to any decision of a court of final 
appeal, but it is none the less usual for the judges of such a 
court to state the grounds of their decisions. The learned judges 
do, however, decide one point, which is, that a ballot-paper 
which has been stamped upon its face in such a way that the 
mark of the official stamp is visible upon the back of the paper 
also may be said to have on its back the official mark without ~ 
which the ballot-paper is by section 2 of the Ballot Act, 1872, to 
be ‘‘ void and not counted.” This decision is certainly in accord- 
ance with the spirit of the section (which is aimed at the 
vention of fraudulent voting), and, as it appears to us, with its 


vailed in Germany for years, and a breach of it on one occasion ; : : “ : 
was punished by the imprisonment of a British Vice-Consul for = adoro a a gh age io pa 9 pamper: pa — 
nearly a month. I have little doubt that if English commis- counted,” while rule 24 in the First Schedule to the nei 


sioners were to swear foreigners abroad to any extent the same | 41.4 the official mark may be “either stamped or 


I think I have said enough to hard! perforati pas ea 
demonstrate the accuracy of the expression used. After all, it are snaile Baty ng hare a = wy hg 


rule would become general. 


rated.” 
the front; neither, 


is only a matter of accuracy of expression.” We think that : slemoinn 423 official 
Mr. Munton will concur in these observations, and so we shall base —— = os back. - pobre 8 ayer goes a 


be saved from the time-honoured dilemma, “‘ Who shall decide | to further in the interpretation of the section than the decision 


when doctors disagree, and soundest casuists doubt ?” 





in the Thornbury Election Petition (16 Q. B. D. 739), in which it 
was held that a ballot- 
not having the offici 


per otherwise in order was not void for 
mark on its face, the direction to that 


A pivisiovaL court on Friday last week, in Holmes vy. | effect in section 2 not being accompanied by an enactment avoid- * 
Millage (reported ante, p. 233), granted, on appeal, an order| ing such as do not bear the mark. As to objections in 
for the appointment of a receiver over a defendant’s — of the marks made by the voters themselves, the iansued jolene 
payable under a weekly engagement as a foreign correspond- | who decided the Cirencester case pointed out that section 2 avoids 


ent of a London newspaper, the judge in chambers having 


out desiri 


ballot-pa: 
refused the order, apparently for want of precedent. With- | the back is written or mar 
to discuss the merits of the case in question, | fied,” and that marks which 


“on which anythi the said number on 
Ae Beko 7 the voter can be identi- 
y 





it is to be hoped, if the decision be followed, that it will in | not fatal to the vote. 


might lead to identification are 
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By tue decision of Mr. Justice Sririine in the case of 
Barclay v. Pearson on Thursday last the ‘missing word” 
competitions, of which so much has been heard of late, have 
been declared to be lotteries, and therefore illegal under the 
Lottery Acts. The argument for the plaintiffs, the winners, 
was directed to shew that the competition was neither a lottery 
nor a wager. In order to constitute a lottery, it was said, the 
element of chance was essential, and that could not be the case 
here, because the word was absolutely known and determined 
before the competition commenced. The essential difference 
between this case and the Pick Me Up case, decided at Bow- 
street by Sir Jonn Brivce, was that in this case the missing 
word was decided upon beforehand, and the other case 
constituted a lottery, because the missing word was de- 
cided by lot, by drawing one of several selected words 
out of a hat after the conclusion of the competition. 
If any reason or will was exercised in the selection of 
the word there was no lottery, because the element of chance 
was gone. In the second place, this was not a wager, because, 
to constitute a wager, there must be a winner and there must be 
a loser; but here every competitor might be a winner, and Mr. 
Pearson certainly could not be a loser, nor, for the same reason, 
could each competitor wager with Mr. Pzarson. If it be a 
wager at all, they must Hn, a with each other, and this could 
not be, because there might be no loser. The arguments, how- 
ever, did not prevail, for Mr. Justice Srrrirne, in the course of 
his consid judgment, said that he drew as inferences of fact 
(1) that it was of the essence of the competition that several 
words would fill the blank ; (2) it was not of the essence of the 
competition that the missing word selected should be the most 
appropriate for the sentence ; (3) no clue was given as to which 
word was likely to be correct; and (4) that the word was selected 
by chance. His lordship therefore came to the conclusion that 
this was a lottery, and therefore illegal. He added that there 
were no trusts of the fund which the court could administer, and 
the best and simplest, if not the strictly accurate, method accord- 
<> law would be to allow the money in court to be returned 
to Mr, Pearson if he so desired it, in order that he might have 
a fund with which to defend himself against any possible actions 
by competitors ; he could then distribute the surplus as he might 
feel himself in honour bound to do. In the alternative, as the 
money was in court (but this case was not to be taken as a 
precedent), his lordship did not object, under the special circum- 
stances of the case, to the money remaining in court, to be dealt 
with as the court should see fit when applications should be made 
concerning it. This, he remarked, would benefit the legal 
profession, and ultimately the surplus would be transferred to 
the Commissioners for the Reduction of the National Debt. 





Tue Oourt of Appeal have reversed the decision of Kxxs- 
wicn, J., in Re White, where a testator left the whole of his 
property, subject to a life estate, ‘‘to the following religious 
societies—viz, . . . to be divided in equal shares between 
At the time of the execution of the will the names 
of the societies had not been inserted, and, although they 
were subsequently added by the testator, they were not, of 
course, allowed to appear in the probate. Mr. Justice 
Kexewicu held, and, as it appears to us, rightly, that there had 
been no sufficient intention expressed in favour of charity, and 
that the — was therefore void for uncertainty. Following 
Wicxens, V.C., in Cocks v. Manners (19 W. R. 1055, L. R. 12 
Eq. 574), he _ out that religious purposes are not neces- 
sarily charitable, inasmuch as they may not benefit the general 
public, but merely the inmates of a particular institution. In 
this the Court of — agree with him, and in the absence of 
authority they would, so they said, have been unable to come 
to the conclusion that charity was intended. But in the cases 
religious purposes are undoubtedly spoken of as charitable pur- 

Ceealhaeing the words of "the preamble of 43 Eliz. . 4, 
™ which charity is supposed to be defined, this is a little 
curious. Of the various meritorious purposes mentioned there 

igion is conspicuous by its absence. But, of course, it is per- 
clear that religious purposes may be charitable, and the 
earlier authorities assume that they are. ‘‘ All the cases,” said 


Lord Lanapatz, M.R., in Baker vy. Sutton (1 Keen, at p. 233), 





“with one exception, go to support the proposition that a 
religious purpose is a charitable purpose” ; and he held that a 
bequest ‘‘ for such religious and charitable institutions and pur- 
poses” as trustees should think proper was a good charitable 
bequest. And the same rule has been adopted on subsequent 
occasions. But for Cocks v. Manners (suprd) there might have 
been no objection to this ; but the notion on which the rule was 
founded has been shewn to be incorrect, and it is difficult to see 
how the Court of Appeal can approve of the distinction made by 
Wickens, V.C., and yet follow the old authorities. They 
attempt to do so by saying that it is to be presumed that the 
religious purposes intended by the testator are also charitable 
unless the contrary appears. But this is not what Lord 
LanepaLeE meant. He spoke as though a religious pu 
must be charitable, and his attention had not been called to 
the fact that it might not. So soon as it is clear that a 
religious purpose is not necessarily charitable, the ordinary 
principle applies, and it is for the testator to shew that the 
religious “ay he has in view are purposes which are also 
charitable. In fact, Cocks v. Manners puts gifts for religious 
purposes on the same footing as gifts for benevolent or public 
urposes. These, too, may be charitable, and usually will be; 
but none the less the possibility of the money being applied 
otherwise than charitably makes them void. 





Tue case of Hennell vy. Davis and Austin (ante, p. 232), which 
came before the Queen’s Bench Division a few days ago, deter- 
mined a point of some practical importance to county court 
suitors. It was there held, in an action remitted from the High 
Court to the county court, in which the indorsement on the writ 
consisted of several items for work done by the plaintiff, amount- 
ing altogether to £27 1s., that the defendants, by paying into court 
the sum of £10, without any denial of liability, and without 
specifically appropriating such payment to any particular items 
of the claim, did not thereby admit that something was due 
from them on every single item of the plaintiff's account, but 
merely their liability in respect of a cause of action. This 
decision is, we submit, fully justified by the language of rule 11 
(1) of the County Court Rules, 1889, which now regulates the 
subject of payment of money into court, and is in accordance 
with established principles of law (Kingham v. Robins, 5 M. & 
W. 94; Steavenson v. Corporation of Berwick, 1 Q. B. 154). 





THE BONA FIDE traveller is a person whose existence is 
apParently not much believed in by the judges, as was shewn 
by the case of Penn v. Alexander (reported elsewhere), where 
the question raised was whether certain artisans of Northampton, 
whose favourite Sunday walk was to a public-house three miles 
out of the town, came within this classification. Four judges 
thought they did not, one judge thought they did. The Lord 
Chief Justice put the point of view of the majority very neatly 
when he said that the Act did not say that a man was to be a 
bond fide traveller if he had come three miles, but only that he 
was not to be deemed a bond fide traveller unless he had travelled 
that distance. This decision appears likely to add to the respon- 
sibilities and decrease of the profits of the Sunday publican. A 
full statutory definition of the phrase ‘‘ bond fide traveller” is 
clearly desirable. 








At a meeting of the electors to the Corpus Christi Professorship of 
Jurisprudence, held on February 1, Sir Frederick Pollock, M.A., was 
re-elected to this Professorship. 

The Manchester Chamber of Commerce adopted on Monday last an 
important amendment in the rules. It was lately found that contracts 
containing a provision for referring disputes to the arbitration of the 
chamber could not be enforced under its rules except by a special new 
agreement made after the dispute had arisen, or by resort to the courts 
for the purpose of insuring compliance with the contract to refer. The 
president (Mr. J. T. Johnson) stated at the annual meeting that the 
directors had revised the whole of the rules, and had taken counsel's 
opinion upon such revision, and they had reason. to believe that if the 
clause following were inserted in contracts it would make it binding on 
both sides :—“ All disputes relating to this contract shall be referred to the 
tribunal of arbitration of the Manchester Chamber of Commerce, to be 
determined in accordance with the rules of the tribunal,” 





et 
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SWEARING ENGLISH WITNESSES IN SCOTCH FORM. 


We hear from various parts of the country that considerable 
friction is continually occurring in consequence of the uncertainty 
which prevails as to the precise meaning and effect of section 5 
of the Oaths Act, 1888. The demand of witnesses, especially 
medical witnesses, to be sworn in the Scotch form, as permitted 
by the section referred to, is becoming general all over the 
country, and we regret to say the officials in local courts, and 
magistrates, justices and coroners are quite unequal to the 
occasion. Some of them appear to be entirely ignorant of the 
enactment referred to, while others who know of its existence 
appear to be uncertain as to its precise meaning, and to mix it 
up in some way in their minds with those provisions of the 
Oaths Act which substitute an affirmation for an oath in the 
case of persons who have no religious belief, and those who 
have a religious belief, but have conscientious objections to 
being sworn. Thus we have cases like that which occurred in 
the West London Police Court on the 28th of January, when a 
witness, on demanding to be sworn in Scotch form, was asked 
why he objected to be sworn in the usual manner, and when he 
answered that he considered it a dirty practice, the magis- 
trate is reported to have replied that that was an insufficient 
reason. in, we hear of a county court judge in the North 
of England informing a witness, who desired to be sworn in 
Scotch form, that he could only be so sworn “‘if the present form 
of oath (by kissing the Bible) is contrary to your religious be- 
lief.” e could mention several other instances which shew 
that great ignorance and confusion of mind exists on this sub- 
ject. A very strong attitude has been taken up by the Lancet 
and the British Medical Journal, and, as a natural consequence, 
doctors everywhere refuse to be sworn by kissing the book, and 
demand, as they have a perfect right to do, that they shall be 
sworn in Scotch form. 

If the provision in the Oaths Act had been drawn with some 
sort of regard to workability, these difficulties would never have 
arisen; but, as they have arisen, it may be well to endeavour to 
arrive at a clear understanding as to what is the precise effect 
of section 5. It is in the following words :— 

‘* Tf any person to whom an oath is administered desires to swear with 
uplifted hand, in the form and manner in which an oath is usuall 
administered in Scotland, he shall be itted so to do, and the oa 


shall be administered to him in such form and manner without further 
question.’’ 


Nothing could be clearer than that, so far as it goes. But it 
leaves the following points of doubt :— 

(1) at is the “form and manner in which an oath is 
usually administered in Scotland ” ? 

(2) How far may that form be varied and adapted to English 
proceedings which are different from Scotch ings ? 

(3) Seeing that in Scotland the judge himself administers the 
oath to a witness, and that is never done in England, are regis- 
trars of the courts in England, and judges’ clerks, associates, 
magistrates’ clerks, and other officials Tories authority to 
administer oaths to witnesses, and, lastly, commissioners for 
oaths, empowered by the above section to administer the 
Scotch oath to witnesses in court and elsewhere ? 

We will endeavour to clear the above questions from doubt. 

(1) First, as to the ‘‘form and manner” of the Scotch oath. 
The judge in Scotland directs the witness to hold his right 
hand above his head and repeat after him the follo 
words :—‘‘TI swear by Almighty God (as I shall answer to 
at the Great Day of Judgment) I will speak the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth.” The words in 
parenthesis are frequently omitted. The two essentials to con- 
stitute an oath, according to “the form and manner in which an 
oath is usually administered in Scotland,” are the holding hy 
the right hand above the head, and swearing by Almighty ; 
The following extract from Dickson on Evidence (vol. IL., p. 
959) describes the view which the Scotch court takes as to the 
meaning of the oath: “One of the means by which the law 
endeavours to secure truthfulness in testimony is by requiring it 
to be emitted on oath. In this way each witness before com- 
mencing to depone is supposed to declare his belief in the moral 


ape aa of a Supreme Being, in whose presence he emits 


evidence, and whose vengeance he imprecates if he does not 





8 the truth.” Certainly, we may say as a matter of opinion, 
if swearing is to be retained in our legal p i the 
Scotch form of oath appears to us to have more 

dignity about it than our method of kissing a generally greasy- 
looking ancient Testament, which, as a matter of choice, we 
should have avoided handling. 

(2) How far may the Seoteh form so prescribed be varied to 
meet the requirements of English proceedings? The question 
does not arise in the case of a witness in court, because the 
Scotch form precisely accords with our own for that purpose, 
except as to the words of udjuration. But can the form be 
adapted to documentary evidence? If a deponent goes before a 
commissioner for oaths to swear an affidavit, can the commis- 
sioner administer the oath in the following form (the hn yy) 
holding up his right hand): “I swear by Almighty (as I 
shall answer to God at the Great Day of Judgment) that the 
contents of this my affidavit are true”? We thi ere is full 
<r to adapt the Scotch form of oath to meet the require- 
ments of any legal p ings in which an oath is or may be 
lawfully administered. Every oath, whatever its form, is 
divided into two . The words of adjuration, or, as the 
Oaths Act defines them, ‘ words of im tion or ealling,” form 
one part. The other part consists of words of application de- 
fining the precise purpose of the oath and binding the witness 
or person to that p . In every known form of oath 
the words of adjuration are joined to various words of applica- 
tion for various purposes. e common lish form is “So 
help me, God,” and those words are appli to every purpose 
for which an oath is used. The words of section 5 of the Oaths 
Act therefore, in our opinion, prescribes the “form and 
manner” of oath used in Scotland, the form being the words 
of adjuration “I swear by Almighty God,” and the manner 
being the uplifted right hand. Any necessary words of appli- 
cation ma. be added without altering the ‘form and manner” 
of the oath within the meaning of the statute, so that it may be 
applied equally to witnesses in court, witnesses before an 
examiner, jurymen, deponents to affidavits, or to any other 
purpose for which an oath is required by law. 

is view is supported, moreover, by the words of the section. 
If that section said “any witness” might, if he wished, be 
sworn in Scotch form, the scope of the enactment would have 
been strictly limited. But its words are, ‘‘If any person to 
whom an oath is administered desires,” &. These words can 
only be construed as meaning that in every case where an oath 
is required by law, and for every purpose, the Scotch form must 
be inistered if the m ‘‘desires”’ to be so sworn. The 
mere expression of the desire is sufficient, and any inquiry into 
the person’s reasons for desiring it is illegal. The concluding 
wale of the section are ‘‘and the oath shall be administered to 
him in such form and manner without further question.” 

®) Can every person duly authorized to administer an oath 
in England administer it in Scotch form? We have no hesita- 
tion in answering this question in the affirmative ; but, seeing 
that many official persons connected with the law have felt some 
doubt on the subject, it may be well if we state the grounds on 
which we base our conclusion, It is ey true that in 
Scotland the presiding judge himself ini the oath to 
the witness, but it does not ap to us that that circumstance 
has anything to do with the “ and manner” of the oath. 
ie from all other authority, common sense would, surely. 

us that the form of an oath is not affected by the status of 
the person who administers it, and that the words of the section 
rescribing the oath in England prescribe the form only, and 
hare no reference to the position or authority of the person or 
persons empowered to administer it. If, however, any doubt 
remains on that point, there is some statu’ authority for 
holding that the Scotch form of oath may, and, indeed, must, if 
desired, be administered by any person authorized to administer 
an oath in England. 

The Oaths Act was in 1888. In the following year 
the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889, was passed, The two 
Acts are closely connected with one another, and in pers iron 
the terms and expressions of the Act of 1889 we must t 
Parliament with full knowledge of the Act of 1888. By 
section 1 of the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 1889, com- 
missioners for oaths are empowered “to administer any oath 
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and take any affidavit for the purpose of any court or 
matter in England.” By section 2 of the same Act “every 
person who, being an officer of or performing duties in 
relation to any court, is for the time being so authorized 
by a judge of the court, or by or in pursuance of any rules or 
orders regulating the procedure of the court, and every person 
directed to take an examination in any cause or matter in the 
supreme court, shall have authority to administer any oath or 
take any affidavit required for any purpose connected with his 
duties.” What is the meaning of the words “any oath” in 
both those sections? At the time the Legislature passed the 
Commissioners for Oaths Act into law there were two well- 
known forms of oath established by law in England. The 
English form, applied to all manner of purposes by immemorial 
custom and usage, and the Scotch form, prescribed by the Oaths 
Act, 1888. Can it be reasonably doubted that the power con- 
ferred by the two sections of the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 
1889, which we have quoted, ‘‘to administer any oath,” was in- 
tended to include the Scotch form of oath which had been pre- 
viously prescribed ? We do not think it can. 

The result arrived at by the answers we have endeavoured to 
give to the queries we have raised is that if any witness, jury- 
man, or deponent attends in any English court, or on any 
inquiry or inquest, or before an examiner, arbitrator, referee, 
or umpire (see Arbitration Act, 1889, s. 7), or commissioner for 
oaths, or before anyone having a general or restricted or special 
power to administer oaths, and such ape expresses the wish 
to be sworn in the Scotch form described above, he has a legal, 
statutory right to be so sworn without any question being asked 
him, for all purposes for which an oath is or may be lawfully 
required. The same rule, moreover, must be applied to promis- 
sory oaths of all kinds. Francis A. Srrincer. 








CIVIL REMEDY FOR A FELONY. 

THERE is a rule that if a plaintiff in his statement of claim 
alleges a wrong amounting to a felony, his private remedy is 
suspended until pullic justice has been satisfied, ‘avery whole- 
some rule, and tending to prevent the composition of felonies 
under ood epeeroe of seeking remedy by action.” This has 
been called a general rule, but it must be admitted, in the 
present state of the authorities, that it is a general rule with an 
exceedingly limited application. The question what is to pre- 
vent a plaintiff from recovering under such circumstances is a 
difficult one to answer. 

It would seem that the defendant cannot set up the felony 
as an answer in his defence (Lutterell v. Reynell, 1 Mod. 
282) for “‘nemo suam turpitudinem allegans est audiendus.” Nor 
can he take exception to the claim by way of demurrer 
(Midland Insurance Co, v. Smith, 29 W. R. 850, 6 Q. B, D. 
561), unless perhaps the plaintiff should volunteer the allega- 
tion that he had taken no reasonable steps to prosecute. 
Moreover, if Wells v. Abrahams (20 W.R. 650, L. R. 7 Q. B. 
554) was rightly decided, it would appear that if the facts 
proved at the trial shew that the wrong amounts to a felony, 
and that the plaintiff has taken no steps to prosecute, even then 
the defendant cannot avail himself of the general rule. It is 
however to be observed that this case is in conflict with the 
opinion of the Court of Exchequer in Wellock v. Constantine (32 
L. J. Exch. 285). In that case Mr. Justice Writes at Nisi 
Prius, upon facts similar to those in Wells v. Abrahams, had 
intimated that he would direct a verdict for the defendant unless 
the plaintiff elected to be non-suited, which he accordingly did ; 
and a rule for a new trial was discharged by the Oourt of 
Exchequer, Mr. Baron Martin dissenting. Yet Wells v. 
Abrahams being a later decision, and moreover a unanimous 
expression of opinion, would perhaps be entitled to claim the 
greater consideration ; and when Zhe Midland Insurance Co. v. 
Smith was decided, the last door was closed upon the defendant, 
and the “eaten rule became a nullity. The case of Breed vy. 
Jackson, however, which came before the the Divisional Court 
on Monday week, perhaps leaves it open to us to suggest that 
the two oases last mentioned would be differently decided now. 

First, it may be remarked that in so far as The Midland Insurance 
Co. v. Smith decided that the defendant could not raise the point 
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by demurrer, it is in conflict with the dictum of Martiy, B., in 
Wellock v. Constantine, who, though he was the dissenting judge 
and therefore favoured the plaintiff, said to the defendant 3 
counsel: “This is a dangerous mode of arguing; you ought to 
have demurred instead of going down to trial.,’ It may, there 

fore, still be doubted whether some proceeding in the nature of 
a demurrer, such as an application to strike out the statement of 
claim or to set down for argument the question of law raised on 
the pleadings, may not be open to the defendant. Again, Wells 
v. Abrahams was decided on the ground that a judge at Wisi 
Prius was merely a commissioner to try the issues raised on the 
pleadings, and the issue felony or no felony not being raised the 
judge had no power to try it. Now, however, a judge at Visi 
Prius has all the powers of a Court in Banc, and therefore the 
ratio decidendi of Wells v. Abrahams no longer exists, even assum- 
ing it to have been sound, as to which it may be observed that 
the very point had been raised during argument in Wellock v. 
Constantine by Bramwett, B., and overruled by that learned 
judge himself. We may, therefore, without presumption, 
suggest that it was fallacious. ‘‘Is the judge to say,” asked 
BraMwELt, B., “that there is evidence if the defendant had 
been tried for the felony and that there is no evidence if he has 
not been tried?’ And he afterwards answered this question in 
the affirmative by discharging the rule. It is submitted that 
that is precisely what the judge has to do, and that as a matter 
of law there is no cause of action until the taint of the felony 
has been removed, just as in a claim for causing a subsidence of 
the plaintiff’s land there is no cause of action until damage is 
proved. Felony or no felony is not an issue which must be 
raised on the pleadings, and consequently the fact that it is not 
so raised does not exonerate, much less disable, the judge from 
ruling upon the point, any more than does the absence of an 
allegation in a defence that the plaintiff has no evidence in sup- 
port of his claim. During the course of the argument on Mon- 
day week, the Divisional Court shewed that they were willing to 
question the decisions both of Zhe Midland Insurance Co. v. Smith 
and of Wells vy. Abrahams, though in the event it became unneces- 
sary to decide this important question, the plaintiff’s counsel in 
rw end asking for and obtaining leave to amend his statement of 
claim. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Mr. Asquitu’s Bill to amend the law relating to the liability of 
employers was introduced on the 2nd inst. and read a first time, and 
the text of it has been published. It proposes to repeal the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and clause 1 replaces the first two 
sections of that Act, with all their confusing details and exceptions, 
by a general provision abojishing the doctrine of common employ- 
ment. Where personal injury is caused to a workman by reason of 
the negligence of any person in the service of his employer, the 
workman is to have the same right to compensation against the 
employer as if he had not been in his service. He is, however, to 
forfeit his right to compensation if he knew of the negligence which 
caused his injury, and failed without reasonable excuse to give within 
a reasonable time information thereof to his employer, or to some 
person superior to himself in the service of his employer. Clause 2 
makes it impossible for a workman effectually to contract himself out 
of the benefit of the Bill. In Griffiths v. Harl of Dudley (9 Q. B. D. 
357) it was held that this could be done as to the Act of 1880. The old 
limits on the amount recoverable, and the time within which it could 
be recovered, are omitted, and so also are the provisions as to serving 
notice of injury. The employer, as formerly, is to deduct the amount 
of compensation from any fine paid to the workman under an Act of 
Parliament, and, moreover, if he has contributed to a fund for his work- 
men, he is to be entitled to the money which would be payable to the 
injured workman out of the fund. A clause is introduced defining 
the persons to whom the Bill is to apply, and by bringing in persons 
employed on or about public conveyances it proposes to render im- 
possible such decisions as those on the previous Act, which prevented 
omnibus conductors and others from obtaining compensation. 

In addition to the measures we mentioned last week, a large 
number of Bills have been introduced and read a first time. In the 
House of Lords the Lord Chancellor has undertaken to consolidate 
the Bills of Sale Acts, a task which will uire no little care, and 
he has in hand Bills to consolidate the law relating to the administra- 
tion of estates, and to amend the law relating to trustees. In con- 


nection with the latter subject may be mentioned Sir ALBERT 
Ro.utr’s Bill to amend the Trust Investment Act, 1889, and to extend 
the powers of trustees in regard to the investment of trust funds 
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and deposits. Colonel HowarD VINCENT, too, is in 
in trust matters, and is again taking in hand the question of the 
appointment of a public trustee and executor. It is to be h that 
Sir ALBERT Ror will succeed this year in passing the Bill for the 


ing himself 


publication of statutory rules. He is also introducing a Bill to 
amend the law relating to weights and measures. Sir RICHARD 
WeEssTER has brought in a Bill to amend the law for the prevention 
of cruelty to children, and Mr. W. M‘LAREN intends to attempt 
to get Parliament to sanction legitimation by subsequent marriage. 
We remarked last week that the amendment of the Building Societies 
Acts was a matter with which the Government ought to deal, and we 
are glad to see that this is to be the case. A Bill for the purpose was 
introduced by Mr. AsquiTH last Monday. 





REVIEWS. 
RAILWAY RATES. 


THE RaItwAy RATES AND THE CARRIAGE OF MERCHANDISE BY 
RAILWAY. INCLUDING THE PROVISIONAL ORDERS OF THE BOARD 
oF TRADE AS SANCTIONED BY PARLIAMENT. CONTAINING THE 
CLASSIFICATION OF TRAFFIC AND SCHEDULE OF MAxImMuM RATES 
AND CHARGES APPLICABLE TO THE RAILWAYS OF GREAT BRITAIN 
AND IRELAND. By H. R. Daruinoton, M.A., LL.M., Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Although the title indicates special reference to railway rates, this 
book is in fact a very satisfactory treatise on the law relating to the 
carriage of goods by railway. The author first states the effect of 
the statutory provisions and decisions with regard to the carriage of 
goods, dividing the subject into twelve chapters. His mode of 
dealing with the subject is concise, clear, and accurate. The last 
chapter on Arbitrations under the Board of Trade Arbitrations Act, 
1874, and the Arbitrations Act, 1889, furnishes a convenient guide to 
the carrying out of the provisions frequently inserted in railway 
coiwpanies’ provisional orders referring differences arising between 
railway companies and traders to the decision of the Board of Trade, 
or an arbitrator appointed by them. The second part of the book 
is, however, the more elaborate. It deals, first, with the provisions 
of provisional orders which are common to all the railway companies, 
and then with those which are confined to particular schedules or 
particular companies. These last are separately and fully con- 
sidered ; the classification of merchandise traffic is given, with a 
subsequent alphabetical classification, and in the appendices the 
fullest details as to maximum rates, extra charges or allowances, 
and conveyance rates worked out, are stated. There are two indexes 
—one of railways and the other a full general index. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Treatise on Wills. By THomas JARMAN, Esq. Fifth Edition. 
By LEopoLD GEORGE GoRDON Rossins, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Two Volumes. {weet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A New Guide to the Bar. By M.A., and LL.B., Barristers-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

A Collection of the Statutes regulating Building within the Ad- 
ministrative County of London, with Concise Notes and Cross-refer- 
ences. By WILLIAM RussELL GrirriTus, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Comprehensive Tables of Compound Interest on £1, £5, £25, £50, 
£75, and £100, showing the Accumulations Year by Year for Fifty 
Years, at Rates of Interest from 1 (progressing }) to 5 per Cent. By 
JOHN WILHELM. Effingham Wilson & Co. 

The Law of Merchandise Marks. By Franx Sarrorp, Barrister- 
at-Law. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 

The Principal Judgments delivered in the Consistory Courts of 
London, Hereford, Ripon, and Wakefield, and in the Commissary 
Court of Canterbury, 1872 to 1890. By Chancellor Trisrram, Q.C., 
D.C.L. Butterworths. 


_The Lord Chief Justice, says the Daily Telegraph, had two distinguished 
visitors in his court on Monday, One was Chief Justice Harlan, of the 
Supreme Court of New York, one of the arbitrators in the Behring Sea 
Fishery dispute, and the other his son the Rev. Mr. Harlan. Both gentle- 
men remained in court for some time, occupying seats on the bench. 


The Times announces the death on Monday of Mr. Charles James Orton, 
one of the oldest officials of the Corporation of London, who since 1848 
had filled the office of sworn attorney of the Mayor’s Court and clerk of 
inrolments in the Court of Hustings. He had served under forty-five 
lord mayors,and witnessed the election of no fewer than seventy-two 
aldermen. Mr. Orton, who was admitted a solicitor in 1843, practised in 
Basinghall-street, and a few years ago filled the office of master of the 


| present case, it would follow that Andrews could not be arrested, 
his bankru 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re SMITH, HANDS v. ANDREWS—No. 1, 3rd February. 


ATracHMENT—TRUSTEE—NON-COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER To Pay—Exunrcise 
or Discretion—Banxrvurtcy—Errscrt or Recetving Orper—Dssrors 
Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 62), s. 4 (3)—Degnrors Acr, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vier. c. 54), s. 1—Banxerurroy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 9. 


This was an appeal from an order made by Kekewich, J., directing the 
issue of two writs of attachment against two persons named Andrews and 
Hooton for disobedience to an order of the court. Andrews and Hooton 
were the executors and trustees of the will of one Smith, who was a turf 
commission agent. It was the intention of the testator, as expressed by his 
will, that Hooton, who had been the of his business, should con- 
tinue to carry it on for the benefit of his c The executors realized 
the estate, though Andrews never actually had in his any part 
pada estate except hye of £29 w pew —— oe He, however, 
joined with Hooton signing some ues, ) particular, one 
cheque by which a sum ting a conaiiientble part of the estate was 
made payable to Hooton . Andrews’s object in signing this ag 
was to enable Hooton to carry on the business in accordance with the 
testator’s intention. This sum was misappropriated by Hooton. An 
action was brought by a creditor for the tion of Smith’s estate, 
the two trustees made defendants. On the 6th of August, 1892, an 
order was made in action on the trustees to pay into court a sum found 
to be due from them to the estate. This order was not obeyed. On the 
8th of September a receiving order in bankruptcy was made 
Andrews. On the 19th of October notice of motion was given an 
attachment against both trustees. On the Ist of November Andrews was 
adjudicated bankrupt. On the 19th of November Kekewich, J., made an 
order for attachment in pursuance of section 4 (3) of the Debtors Act, 
1869, which preserves the power to order imprisonment in the case of 
‘* default by a trustee or person acting in a fiduciary capacity, and ordered 
to pay by a court of equity any sum in his possession or under his con- 
trol.”” From this order both trustees Mg eave It was argued on their 
behalf that the order was wrongly made, much as at the time when it 
was made the trustees had no trust money in their hands; and as regards 
Andrews it was also argued that the learned judge had no jurisdiction to 
make an order for attachment, by reason of section 9 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, which enacts that after the making of a receiving order *‘ no 
creditor to whom the debtor is indebted in respect of any debt provable in 
bankruptcy shall have any remedy against the property or person of the 
debtor in respect of the debt, or shall commence any action or other legal 
proceedings unless with the leave of the court and on such terms as the 
court may impose.’’ 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lopgs, a dis- 
missed the appeal so far as regarded Hooton, and allowed it so far as 
regarded Andrews. 

Linoiey, L.J., said that where a trustee was ordered to pay into court 
money which he had had in his possession, and he disobeyed the order, 
it was no answer to an application for attachment to shew that at the time 
when the order was made he had already misapplied the money. That 
under such circumstances an attachment might issue under rection 4 (3) 
of the Debtors Act, 1869, was clear from the cases of Middleton v. Chichester 
(19 W. R. 369, L. R. 6 Ch. App. 152), Crowther v. Elgood dg W. R. 369, 
34 Ch. D. 691), Preston v. Etherington (36 W.R. 49, 37 Ch. D. 104). In 
Middleton v. Chichester it was ted out that all the debts s in 
section 4 of the Debtors Act, 1869, in respect of which imprisonment was 
not abolished were different from ordinary debts, and were debts the 
incurring of which was in some degree worthy of being visited with 
punishment. The Debtors Act, 1878, gave the judge a discretion, which 
did not exist before, whether in such a case he shall grant or refuse a 
writ of attachment. This court would not now interfere with a j ‘s 
order for attachment, unless it could be shewn that he had not 
his discretion in the particular case, or that he had manifestly 
on awrong ground. Nothing of this kind could be shewn in H ’s case, 
and his appeal must be dismissed. The Nery ones were applicable to 
Andrews’s case, save so far as they were affected by his bankruptcy. Section 
9 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was in substance the same as section 12 of 
the Seen oe 1869. This last section had been held in Cobham v. 


that under section 49 of the Bankru Act, 1869, an order of disc 

did not release a bankrupt from any of trust, but under section 
of the Act of 1883 an order of discharge released a bankrupt from all 
breaches of trust, except fraudulent breaches of trust to which he was a 
party. In Cobham v. Dalton the Court of Ap treated the money 
ordered ova as a provable debt, and that the bankrupt 
protected, discharged, from arrest in respect of it; but that as 
‘Act of 1869 did not release him from the debt, he could be attached for 
after his discharge. If the principle of that case were applied to 
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or after his , unless he were 
udulent breach of trust, which was not case. Mellish, L.J., said, 
“* Arrest for debt is intended ass means for enforcing, payment, nas a8 © 








Clothworkers’ Company, He died at his residence at Twickenham, in his 
76th year, 
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unishment, for if the party the debt he is entitled 
ut the punitive ead snot section 4 of the Debtors Act, 1869,’ 
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had been previously pointed out in Middleton vy. Chichester, had been so 
often recognized in subsequent cases that it could not now be questioned : 
see Marris v. Ingram (28 W. R. 434, 13 Ch. D. 338), Re Gent (37 W. R. 
151, 40 Ch. D. 190), Metchell v. Simpson (38 W. R. 565, 25 Q. B. D. 183). 
Having regard to the Debtors Act, 1878, and these decisions, it would be 
clearly wrong now to apply the observation of Mellish, L.J., in Cobham v. 
Dalton to obligations to pay money in obedience to orders made under 
section 4 (3) of the Debtors Act, 1869. Therefore Kekewich, J., had 
jurisdiction to make an order for attachment against Andrews, notwith- 
standing his bankruptcy. But he (the Lord Justice) thought that the 
learned judge had made a mistake in exercising the discretion conferred 
on him by the Debtors Act, 1878. The order for attachment had been 
made on the broad ground that every trustee who trusts his co-trustee and 
remits trust money to him, and does not look sharply after him, is dis- 
honest and fraudulent. He could not agree in this view, and thought that 
Andrews’s appeal ought to be allowed. He had come to this conclusion 
consistently with the principles on which the Court of Appeal acts in 
reviewing discretionary orders, and he was not acting contrary to Ex parte 
Deere (23 W. R. 866, L. R. 10 Ch. App. 658). 

Lord Esuzez, M.R., and Lopes, L.J., concurred.—Counsget, Renshaw, 
Q.C., and Durandu; 8S. Halil, Q.C., and Rowden. Soutcrrors, Wynne, 
Holme, $ Wynne, for W. F. Gorst, Liverpool; Nicholson § Pemberton, 


Liverpool. 
[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


COBB v. GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO.—No. 1, 6th February. 


Rariway — Passencer Roreep sy Fettow Passencer — LianiLity or 
Company FOR—OVERCROWDING OF CARRIAGES—NEGLIGENCE. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from an order of Day and Collins, JJ., 
on points of law raised in the pleadings. The decision of the Divisional 
Court is reported ante, p. 196. The question was whether any cause of 
action was disclosed under the circumstances set out as follows in the 
statement of claim : — ‘‘ On May 6, 1892, the plaintiff was received by the 
defendant company as a passenger to be carried on defendant company’s 
railway by the 8.15 p.m. passenger train from Shewsbury to Birmingham 
for reward to the defendant company then paid by the plaintiff. The said 
train in the course of its journey stopped at Wellington, and the plaintiff 
was there, while in the defendant company’s railway carriage on the 
journey aforesaid, robbed by a gang of men who there entered the said 

of the sum of £89 1s., consisting of gold and silver and notes, 
which the plaintiff was then carrying in his hip pocket. The said gang of 
men numbered about sixteen. The plaintiff forthwith complained of 
having been robbed, as aforesaid, to the defendant company’s station- 
master, but the said stationmaster refused to detain the train to permit 
the plaintiff to give the said men into custody and have them searched. 
It is the duty of the said stationmaster, as the defendant company’s 
servant, to give the signal for the said train to be started, and immediately 
upon plaintiff's complaint — made. to him he negligently and 
improperly, and in breach of the duty owed by the defendant company to 
the plaintiff (as a passenger on their line) to protect him in person and 
pro y and to oppose no obstacle to his recovering the property whereof 
e , while on their line, been wrongfully deprived, gave the signal for 
the said train to leave, and it left accordingly, and the plaintiff was thereby 
prevented (without any negligence on his part) from having the said men 
searched and his aforesaid property recovered. There was in and about 
the said station at the time of the robbery, as the stationmaster well knew, 
a large force of police ready and willing to effect the said arrest for the 
plaintiff and to search those arrested, but they were prevented from doing 
so by the action of the defendant company’s servant in immediately 
the said train. The said £89 1s. was still in the aforesaid 
compartment of the carriage at the time when the plaintiff complained to 
the said stationmaster, and might and would then have been recovered had 
he afforded time for the necessary search. The defendant company was 
negligent in permitting the said carriage to be overcrowded and so 
facilitating the hustling and robbing of the plaintiff. The said compart- 
ment of the carriage plaintiff was in was constructed to carry ten 
, and the defendant company caused or permitted the said gang 
of sixteen men to enter it after plaintiff was already seated in the said 
compartment. The plaintiff had since prosecuted to conviction two of the 
aforesaid gang of sixteen men who robbed him (being all that have been as 
yet identified). The plaintiff has by reason of the aforesaid negligence of 
the defendant company wholly lost the said £89 1s. The plaintiff claims 
£89 1s. as damages for the matters hereinbefore complained of.”” The 
Divisional Court held that the statement of claim disclosed no cause of 
action, and ordered the statement of claim to be struck out. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Lord Esuer, M.R.—This juigment must be affirmed, on the ground that 
under neither head is there any obligation thrown on the company. 
Whilst the plaintiff was a passenger on the railway he was robbed. It is 
not alleged that it was by reason of any negligence of the company. The 
claim says that the plaintiff arrived at a railway station when the alleged 
robbers were in the train. A body of police happened to to be at the 
station. The statement of claim then alleges that the plaintiff asked the 
stationmaster to detain the train whilst the persons who took the property 
were searched. Under what head of law can you bring that claim? The 
railway er undertook to carry the plaintiff safely, so that his 
safety should not be affected by any negligence of theirs. They did that. 


carried him without any negligence on their part. As to the 
carrying of him, it is not alleged that he was being ill-used, and that his 
being iJl-used was made known to the servants of the company. The 
- rubbery was done and over. 
to prevent the robbery. 


There was nothing that the railway could do 
The stationmaster was not asked even to search 





the carriage. He was asked to detain the train and all the other 
whilst the complaint of the plaintiff was being inquired into 

the police. Is that any part of the contract? It has nothing to do wi 
the duty of carriage, therefore there was no duty im on the station- 
master as servant of the company, and therefore no duty on the company. 
If there is no duty which they failed to perform, there cannot be a cause 
of action. Therefore, as to the first part of the case, there is no cause of 
action. As to the second part, there was a breach of duty; but of itself 
that was no cause of action. You must have damage resulting from it. 
When you allege that damage is the result of the breach of duty you must 
shew that the damage is the ordinary result of the breach of duty. You 
cannot say that the natural result of the overcrowding is that some of the 
other passengers should be thieves ; that damage is too remote; therefore 
there is no cause of action. The opinion of the court upon this statement 
of claim is that it is bad. 

Bowen and A. L. Surru, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covunszt, 
R. W. Harper; Hon, A. Lyttelton. Sotscrrors, Steadman, Van Praagh, ¢ 
Sims, for Wilmshurst, Huddersfield; R. R. Nelson. 


[Reported by J. E. A.vovus, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re BOULTON AND CULLINGFORD’S CONTRACT—No. 2, Ist February. 


VENDOR AND PurcHsaseR—MissTaT@MENT IN PARTICULARS—PROTECTION OF 
Conprtrons—SummMons—Vznpor AnD Purcuaser Acr, 1874. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J., reported ante, p. 25. 
The question was whether a distinct ent in particulars of sale 
was covered by conditions so as to preclude the purchaser from refusing 
to complete the purchase. Certain leasebold property was put up for sale 
by auction and knocked down to a purchaser who Psd | a contract of 
purchase : the contract was not s by the vendor or his agent. The 
purchaser later paid the deposit. The particulars of sale described the pro- 
perty (Lot 1) as six houses ‘‘ held under one lease for ninety-nine years 
from the 29th of September, 1887, at grownd-rents of £4 per annum each.”’ 
It appeared on investigation of the title that the six houses were held at 
an entire ground-rent of £24. The purchaser objected to complete the 
purchase, and took out a summons under the V: r and Purchaser Act, 
1874, for a declaration that the vendor had failed to shew a good title and 
for return of the deposit. The 4th condition of sale provided that the 
title to each lot should commence with the lease under which the pi 
was held, and proceeded :—‘‘ The nature of the covenants and co: 
contained in the said leases may be ascertained by an inspection of the 
lease, or a copy or abstract thereof, which will be produced at the time of 
sale, and can be inspected by oe at the office aforesaid of the 
vendor's solicitors, and every pure: shall be deemed to have purchased with 
Suli notice of their contents.”” ‘The 8th condition provided that, if any error, 
misstatement, or omission in the particulars or in the conditions should 
be discovered, the same should not annul the sale, nor should any com- 
pensation in respect thereof be made either by the vendor or purchaser. 
Uhitty, J., held that the misstatement that each house was held at a 
groand-rent of £4, whereas, in fact, the six houses were held at a 
ground-rent of £24, was not covered by the provisions of either of the 
conditions above referred to and granted the application, ordering the 
deposit to be returned. The vendor appealed. 
HE Court (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Linvizy, L.J., said it was unnecessary to hear the respondent. The 
case was a very simple one. It had been held over and over again that a 
purchaser under conditions of this sort could not be forced to take a bad 
title or to take under a distinct mi tation. Such conditions went 
to affect errors of detail. But if a vendor told a real untruth in them, either 
fraudulently or innocently, he could not get out of it by saying to the 
purchaser, ‘‘Oh! you bought under these conditions and have precluded 
yourself thereby.’”? The purchaser was ready to complete if he could get 
a good title; but, if not, he was entitled to a declaration for return of 
his deposit (Re Hargreaves and Thompson’s Contract, 34 W.R.708, 32 Ch. D. 
454, though it was said that Re Davis and Cavey’s Contract, 37 W. R. 217, 
40 Ch. D. 601, was a decision inconsistent with that). The only difficulty 
was that the contract was not signed by the vendor; but that —_— had 
not been made before Chitty, J., and the court would not now allow it to 
be raised. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Lorgzs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsge.t, Alexander, Q.C., and 
Mulligan ; Lyttelton Chubb. Sourcrrons, Saw ¢ Son; W. Houghton § Son. 


{Reported by Arruur Lawzgence, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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DAVID v. SABIN—No. 2, 3rd February. 


Covenant ror TitLE—Breach—Fravup or Tatrp Party—ConveyANcina 
Act, 1881, s. 7, suB-secrion (1) A. 


This was an appeal from Romer, J. It raised a question as to the 
extent of a vendor's implied covenant for title as set out in section 7, sub- 
section (1) a., of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and also the question whether, 
in an action for breach of a covenant running with the land, the covenantor 
can successfully plead that the covenant was obtained by fraud against an 
assignee of the estate who had no notice of the fraud. The defendant, by 
a deed dated the 16th of June, 1887, conveyed some land to one Baylis in 
fee for a valuable consideration. He was tenant for life under his father’s 
will and conveyed under the powers of the Settled Land Act. He con- 
veyed as ‘‘ beneficial owner,”’ not expressly ere 7 ear any covenants for 
title, but the vendor’s covenant for title contained in section 7, sub-section 
(Ll) a., of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, beingimplied. The plaintiff becams 
the owner of the land conveyed to ree toe ae sa in fee from him and, as 
his assign, claimed the benefit of the t’s covenant for title implied 
in the deed of 1887. The action was brought for breach of that covenant, the 
alleged breach being that when the defendant conveyed to Baylis the pro- 
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perty was subject to three outstanding mortgages, and that the defendant, 
therefore, was not in a position to convey the Jand free from incumbrances, 
which, the plaintiff contended, he professed to do. It was not disputed 
that the incumbrances existed. They were unknown to the defendant 
when he conveyed to Baylis. They were created by Baylis himeelf in the 
following way :—On the 24th of June, 1885, the defendant granted a lease 
for ninety-nine years to Baylis; the same year Baylis executed three sub- 
demises by way of mortgage of the land so leased to him; on the 5th of 
January, 1887, by a deed indorsed on the lease of 1885, Baylis, as bene- 
ficial owner, surrendered the lease to the defendant without osing the 
incumbrances he had created. Romer, J., held that the defendant’s 
covenant did not extend to the incumbrances so created by Baylis, and 
from that decision the plaintiff appealed. 

Tur Court (Linpiey, Bowsn, and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ.) allowed the 
a ‘ 
» ee L.J., said that the vendor's covenant ba es by section 7, sub- 
rection (1) a., of the Conveyancing Act was a qualified one, and not an ab- 
solute warranty, but, though a qualified one, it was still very wide. It was 
a covenant against (1) the actsand omissions of the vendor himeelf, (2) the 
acts and omissions of persons through whom he claimed, (3) the acts 
and omissions of persons claiming through him, and (4) the acts and 
omissions of persons claiming in trust for him. It extended, in his 
lordsbip’s view, (1) to the term created by the defendant, and (2) to the 
underleases created by Buylis, who claimed through the defendant. 
Though the term created by the defendant in favour of Baylis was after- 
wards surrendered by Baylis to the defendant, it was not wholly extin- 
guished, even at law ; the surrender only operated as an assignment of the 
surrenderor’s interest in the term (see Co. Litt. 338b; 1 Wms. Saund. 235c, 
note m) ; the right to hold and enjoy the land by the m still 
existed, and the continued existence of that right constituted a defect in 
the defendant's title to convey, and the defect arose from his own act. 
Further, the incumbrancers claimed through the defendant, though 
immediately on what was done by his lessee, Baylis. The defendant, 
then, upon what was, in his lordship’s view, the true construction of the 
covenant, having committed a breach, could he avail himself, as against 
the plaintiff, of any defence of which he could have availed self 
against Baylis if he had been the plaintiff? Baylis committed a fraud in 
concealing from the defendant the incumbrances which he had created 
when he surrendered the term and took a conveyance of the fee; but the 
fraud did not prevent the fee passing to him. The deed conveying the 
fee was not void, but voidable only ; the defendant could not have pleaded 
non est factum to an action upon it wy by Baylis himself; he could 
have pleaded fraud and rescission of the contract, or have brought a 
cross-action or counter-claimed for da’ t him; but he could 
have no cross-action or counter-claim plaintiff for damages, 
and rescission of the sale to Baylis was not now — or asked for ; 
the covenant with Baylis was voidable against him, but became un- 
avoidable after he had sold to the defendant. The plaintiff's right to sue 
was at common law as grantee of the land, to which the defendant’s cove- 
nant for title was an incident. The fraud committed by Baylis was per- 
sonal to Baylis, and did not run with the land and affect the plaintiff. 
Though at one time in some doubt whether the plaintiff could be in a 
better position than Baylis, his lordship had come to the conclusion that he 
was. The plaintiff's right to sue was a consequence of his ownership of 
the land. In equity it was plainly unassailable; he was a purchaser of 
the legal estate without notice of Baylis’ fraud. The appeal must be 
allowed. 

Bowen and A. L. Ssrrn, L JJ., concurred.—Covunsgn, Haldane, Q.C., 
and Sheldon; Neville, Q.U., and Macnaghten. Sorcrrors, Sanderson, 
Holland, § Atkin ; Ward § Asplin. 


[Reported by Anrnur Lawreyce, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WITHINGTON LOCAL BOARD v. CORPORATION OF MANCHESTER— 
No. 2, 7th February. 


Hosprrat — Smatutpox — Loca Avtuorrry —Apsorntnc District—Pustic 
Heattu Act, 1875, ss. 112, 131, 285. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (reported ante, p. 230). 
The defendants proposed to erect a temporary hospital for smallpox 
patients on land within the adjoining district of the plaintiff board. ‘The 
plaintiffs moved for an interim injunction to restrain the defendants from 
carrying out such proposal without their consent. Chitty, J., refused to 
grant an injunction. The plaintiffs appealed. Section 112 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, provides that ‘“‘ any person who, after the of 
this Act, establishes within the district of an urban authority, without 
their consent in writing, any offensive trade—that is to say, the trade of 
blood boiler, or bone boiler, or fellmonger, or soap boiler, or tallow melter, 
or tripe boiler, or any other noxious or offensive trade, business, or manu- 
facture, shall be liable to a penalty. . . .’? Under the head ‘‘ Hospitals’’ 
section 131 provides as follows :—‘* Any local authority may pro 
the use of the inhabitants of their district, hospitals or temporary 
for the reception of their rick, and for that purpose may themselves build 
such hospitals or places of reception, or contract for the use of any such 
hospital, or part of a hospital, or place of reception, or enter into any 
agreement with any person having the man ent of any hospital for 
the reception of the sick inhabitants of their ict, on payment of such 
annual or other sum as may be agreed on. ‘J'wo or more local authorities 
may combine in providing a common hospital.’’ Section 285 provides that 
** any local authority may, with the consent of the local authority of any 
adjoining district, execute and do in such adjoining district all or any of 
such works and things as they may execute and do within their own 


, for 





district, and on such terms as to payment or otherwise as may be _ 
on between them and the local authority of the adjoining . More- | 


over, two or more local authorities may combine together for the 
of executing and maintaining any works that may be for the of 
the respective districts or any thereof. All moneys which any local 
authority might agree to contribute for Ganging momen incurred under 
this section shall be deemed to be expenses by them in the 
execution of works within their district.’’ 
‘a Lorsgs, ard Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the e 
Livpiey, LJ., said the case was not so difficult as the ap t's 
counsel suggested it was. In his lordship’s opinion Chitty, J., was 
entirely right. The plaintiffs were a pu health authority, ha 


certain statutory rights and duties ; t upon some ground 
upon their statutory rights and ion, tap took. no Dah to Gaon 
siete. In the present action their to with the defendants 
was not on any ground of the ry my 
that question was, it might be, dealt 
they relied on three sections of the Public 
was section 112. That section did not 
moreover hospitals were 
of cases dealt with by the Act ; 
sidered, meant to be covered 
that section the plaintiffs 
the combined (as was 
defendants could not erect this tal without their consent. 
lordship did not think their contention on those sections could ge 
either. There was nothing in section 131 limiting the place w a 
hospital might be provided, and section 285 was in quite yr ay 
the Act. So far as the plaintiffs based their position on the pro 
- Public Health Act they hopelessly failei, The appeal must be 
smissed. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Gully, Q.C., Farwell, Q.C., 
and O. L. Clare; Sir R. EB. Webster, QC., Byrne, Q.C., and Macmorran. 
Soricrrors, Chester ¢ Co., for Crofton ¢ Craven, Manchester; Austin ¢ 
Austin, for the Town Clerk, Manchester. 


[Reported by Anrnun Lawrences, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WHITE, WHITE v. WHITE—No. 2, 8th February, 


Wu1—Beravesr to Rericrovs Socrermss—GeneraL Oxnarrrante Intex- 
TION—ScHEME. 


Appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J. The testator by his will gave 
his residuary estate to trustees on trust for sale, and subject to certain life 
interests te made the paging Be apart do give and bequeath the 
whole of my p' to the lowing societies, viz. : 
these words a b space was left, and then came the words, ‘to 
divided in equal shares among them.’’ The will was written on one 
of asheet of note-paper, and after it had been executed the testator 
written on the blank sheet opposite the above clause the names of 
societies, but these names were not admitted to probate, and accordingly 
in the will as proved there were no religious ties named, The ques- 
tion was whether the will as admitted to indicated 
intention on the of the testator to the resid 
Kekewich, J., held that there was no intention to 
residue to charity, such as the court 
the next of kin were 
behalf of the Crown, a % 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Bowry, and A. L. Saurru, L.JJ.) allowed the 


appeal. 
piEy, L J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that the 
will said nothing in terms about charity, nor about the for which 


s 


vote 


the property was bequeathed. o ee Se t or might not be 
pyle sc fietay ag nigra Aes ee In 
the case of Cocks v. Manners (19 W. R. 1055, L. R. 12 Eq. 574) the society 
there (a Dominican convent) was a religious society but not a charitable 
one. The words of the present will were not to shew what kind 
of religious society it was that the testator meant; and as all religious 


or for religious purposes was primd facie a bequest for a charitable purpose 
The | noe on this head were Baker v. Sutton (1 Keen, 224), 
end v. Carus (3 Ha. 257), and Wilkinson v. Lindgren (18 W. RB. 961, L. R. 
Ch. 570). No authority could be found really with these, 
which was opposed to iple on which they p His lord- 
ship could not, without splitting straws, distinguish the present case from 
those mp rae he nomnangigd pan to ma 7 i aisens the gift 
was for religious purposes ; secondly, that being us purposes 
it should be treated as a gift for charitable nk unless the contrary 
could be shewn. Once this conclusion was arrived at, the result was plain ; 
a charitable gift never failed for uncertainty ; Mills v. Farmer (1 Mer. 55 
settled that point. The decision below should, therefore, be reversed, 
a declaration made that in the events which had happened the testator’s 
estate was subject to a trust for charitable purposes, and a echeme should 
be directed as to such of it as was pure pereonalty at the testator’s death. 
—Counsst, Sir John Rigby, 8.G., and Ingle Joyce ; Warmington, Q.C.,and 
E. Ford; J. F. Mills. Licitons, Hare § Co. ; Barfield § Child. 
[Reported by M. J. Buaxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SCHWEDER, OPPENHEIM v. SCHWEDER—Chitty, J., 1st February. 
Witt—Consrravcrion—Apvances Dentrep 10 CHILDREN TO BE Buovout 
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isto HoTcuProT AND TAKEN IN FULL OR PART SATISFACTION or LEGactrs— 
Insurricrent Estate —ARATEMENT OF Lecactgs—No Rewease or Denirep 
ADVANCES. 


A testator, after giving legacies to his children, declared that “ any 
advances made by me in my lifetime to any child or children of mine and 
entered by me in my private ledger to his, her, or their debit (other than 
the £5,000 marriage portion of my said daughter A.), shall according to 
the amount thereof be brought into hotchpot and taken in full or part 
satisfaction of his, her, or their legacy or legacies, share or shares in the 
said trust funds unless I shall by writing under my hand declare to the 
contrary.” He then declared the debits standing in his ledger at the 
date of his will. These debits, which were in some cases secured by 
bonds, were unaltered at the time of his death, and, apart from the above 
clause, it was not contended that they differed from ordinary debts. The 
estate proving insufficient for the payment of the legacies in full, the 
legatees who had received advances so debited relied on the judgment of 
Cotton, L J., in Limpus v. Arnold (15 Q. B. D. 300), and contended that 
they were entitlcd to treat their debits as ordinary ‘‘ advances ’’ and to set 
off their legacies against their advance or debit before abatement took 

lace, so that a debit would be cancelled by a legacy equal in amount, or 
if the legacy was greater than the debit the effect was tantamount toa 
gift of the difference, such difference alone being liable to abate, and that 
in no case was a legatee bound to refund anything on account of a debit, 
the clause practically amounting to a release of any surplus debit. 

Currrty, J., said it was admitted on the face of the will that the testator 
did not contemplate the event of his estate being insufficient. It turned 
out that he was mistaken. He had made a provision for the case of a 
legatee being a debtor, but clearly on the assumption that his estate was 
sufficient. His lordship was asked to say that the debits were released, 
and that if a debt was less than a legacy there was a legacy of the 
difference to which the rule of abatement applied. This wonld bea mis- 
application both of the clause in the will and of the ordinary rules of 
abatement. The debts were not unconditionally released, but were to be 
brought into account, and if any debt exceeded the abated legacy the 
legatee would have to refund the difference.—Covunset, Whitehorne, Q.C., 
and J. 7, Prior ; Byrne, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; Farwell, Q.C., and Swinfen 
Eady ; Corrie; W. F. Webster. Sorscrrors, Cowlard § Chowne; J. E. Fox 
§ Co.; Russell, Cooke, § Co. ; A. Schweder. 

{Reported by G. Row.anp Atstoy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re WOODCOCK’S TRUSTEES—Chitty, J., 4th February. 
Practice—Conrirmation or Sates Act (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 108)—SgErvice 
or Petir1on—EvivENce. 


A testator devised his real estate to trustees on trust for his wife for her 
widowhood, and ‘‘ authorized, empowered, and directed his said trustees, 
either immediately after his decease or at such other time or times, early 
or deferred, as they deemed expedient,’ to sell the same and to pay the 
income to his wife during her widowhood, and after her marriage to pay 
her one moiety for her life and apply the other moiety for the mainten- 
ance of his children, and after the wife’s death to hold the same on trust 
for all the testator’s children who should attain twenty-one. The trustees, 
of whom the wife (now remarried) was one, presented a petition under the 
above Act, asking for leave from time to time to sell the minerals under 
the estate apart from the surface. The petition was served on reven adult 
children, but not on four who were infants. The evidence of a mining 
engineer in the neighbourhood stated that in many instances a much 
better price could be obtained for property in selling minerals apart from 
the surface than in selling the surface and minerals together. Counsel 
for the petitioners and respondents relied upon Re Pryse’s Trusts (L. R. 
10 Eq. 531), followed in Re Nagle’s Trusts (6 Ch. D. 104) and in Re Wads- 
worth’s Trusts (63 L. T. 217), and submitted that whether there was a 
power of sale or a trust for sale it was unnecessary to serve beneficiaries 
entitled in remainder. 

Currry, J., referred to Seton, p. 1259, and to Re Brown's Trust Estate 
(11 W. R. 19) and Re Palmer's Will (L. R. 13 Eq. 408)—cases of ‘‘ trust 
for sale ’’—which were not cited in Re Wadsworth, and directed the infants 
to be served. His lordship farther said that the evidence was too general. 
The proper course was to shew that such sales were beneficial in the 
particular case. Evidence of the general practice in the neighbourhood 
was insufficient. The petition must therefore stand over for further 
evidence.—CounseEL, Henry Terrell. Soxicirors, Rooke § Sons, for Raley ¢ 
Sons, Barnsley. 


[Reported by G. Row.ayxp Atston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


E. v. E.—Chitty, J., 8th February. 


French Law—Marriace—Son vunper Turrtry—Pvustications AND For- 
MALITIES—CONSENT OF PARENTS NOT ASKED—MARRIAGE VOIDABLE, NOT 
VorD. 


Action to set aside a marriage settlement. In 1872 A. B., a domiciled 
Frenchman under the age of thirty, married C. D. in England, without 
obtaining or applying for his parents’ consent. His mother recognized 
the marriage, but his father, whom he last saw in 1848, and whom he last 
heard of about 1877, never heard of it. ©. D. became insane in 1878, 
and in 1880 A. B., under the impression commonly prevailing, that, accord- 
ing to French law, in the absence of his father’s consent his marriage 
with C. D. was void a} initio, married E. F. in France, and on such marri 
the said settlement was executed on the footing, and in the full belief of 
all the parties, that this marriage was valid. ©. D. died in 1890, and 
shortly afterwards, doubts having arisen whether the original marriage 
was, in fact; invalid, and, in consequence as to the validity of the present 
marriage, A. B. and E. F’. brought this action against the trustees to set 





aside the settlement of 1880, on the ground that the marriage then in- 
tended was never legally solemnized, A. B. having at that time a wife— 
viz., C. D.—then living. It was stated that A. B. and E. F. intended now 
to be legally married. There was no issue of either marriage, nor had 
there been anything amounting to confirmation of the settlement. It was 
found on the evidence that A. B.’s father was now dead. Evidence of 
French lawyers was given, by which it ap that under the French 
Code, arts. 151 et seg. men over twenty-five and under thirty are bound 
before contracting marriage to demand, by a respectful and formal act, 
the consent of their father and mother. — By articles 182 and 183 a mar- 
riage contracted without the consent of the father and mother, where re- 
quired, can only be impugned by those whose consent is required or by the 
spouse in respect of whom the consent is required, and must be imp 4 
if at all, within a year from the time when the objector first knew of the 
marriage. Articles 170 et seq. require certain formalities and publications 
where a French subject is married in a foreign country. It was admitted 
that none of these formalities had been complied with, nor had any re- 
spectful or formal act been made. A French advocate gave evidence that 
it had been decided by the Court of Cassation that the want of ‘‘ publica- 
tions’’ would not invalidate a marriage unless it was clandestine or unless 
the parties went to a foreign country for the express purpose of a secret 
marriage. He also gave his opinion that the effect of non-compliance 
with the rules as to obtaining consent of parents was to render the mar- 
riage voidable and not void, and that until nullified at the suit of one of 
the persons entitled to complain it was a good marriage and invalidated a 
subsequent marriage contracted during its continuance. 

Curry, J., held that the second marriage of 1880 was invalid, and made 
an order to set aside the settlement as in Assery v. Cowlard (26 Ch. D. 191). 
Even if the parties now married, such marriage would not be ‘‘ the same 
marriage, but another marriage than the one then intended ”’ (vide Pearson, 
J., in Bond v. Walford, 32 Ch. D. 242).—CounseL, G. F. Hart; George 
Wallace. Souscirors, Michael Abrahams § Sons ; Edward Slatter Carr. 


{Reported by G. RowLanp Auston, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE VARIETIES (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 7th February. 


Company — WinpiInc up— Petition ny SHAREHOLDER FoR CoMPULSORY 
Winpinc up—Vo.Luntary WInpING Urp—MAasoriry VOTING FoR VOLUNTARY 
Winpine vp—Compantgs Act, 1862, s. 145. 

This was a petition by two shareholders in the above-named company 
for a winding-up order. The objects of the company were to purchase a 
certain leasehold property and a theatre to be built and equipped by the 
vendor, who was also promoter of the company. The London County 
Council refused to sanction the plans presented to them for the building, 
It appeared from the evidence that two of the original directors thought 
the number of applications for shares were insufficient to justify them in 
going to allotment, but the remaining directors, having arranged a modi- 
fication of the contract, proceeded to allotment. The petition alleged in 
substance that it was ‘‘ just and equitable’’ that the company should be 
wound up, because the substratum of the company was gone, it being plain 
that, in view of the want of funds and the refusal of the London County 
Council to sanction the plans, the scheme could not be carried out. 
Since the presentation of the petition the company passed and confirmed 
resolutions for voluntary winding up, with the secretary as liquidator. 

VaucHan Wiuutams, J., said: It appeared from the evidence that the 
available cash of the company was insufficient to enable it to out 
the contract, and that the refusal of the London County Council was 
based on the insufficiency of the ground space afforded by the land the 
subject of the lease. It seemed clear that there must be a liquidation, 
an‘ the only question was as to the mode of liquidation—namely, whether 
it should be voluntary or compulsory. It was said on behalf of the com- 
pavy that the shareholders of the company had expressed a clear wish in 
favour of voluntary liquidation, and that the petition was a wrecking 

tition, and that a — order would largely increase the costs of 
iquidation. It was said on behalf of the a that the voting at 
the meeting of shareholders was deceptive, for that of the votes in favour 
of voluntary liquidation the largest number were in respect of shares 
held by the vendor. If this were so, and the votes in respect of shares 
held by the vendor and his nominees were excluded, it would seem that 
out of the residue less than three-quarters, which were necessary to 
obtain the requisite majority, had been recorded in favour of voluntary 
liquidation. It was further said that the holders of a some number of 
shares had signed circulars in favour of compulsory liquidation, and that 
the originals of these circulars had been produced, though the share- 
holders themselves had not thought fit to appear and support the petition. 

It was said that on these facts it was clear that if you excluded the 

preponderating vote in respect of the fully paid-up shares held by the 

vendor and his nominees, the majority of the independent shareho! 

wished for compulsory education. It was further said that there were 
matters which required investigation. His lordship thought that there 
was enough in the f scsone-y case to make it his duty to make a winding-up 
order.--CounsEL, Farwell, QC., and Bradford; Seward Brice, Q.C., and 

Abraham Higgins. Sourcrrors, Vallance § Co. ; Bridger § Son; Beale § Co. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re BOUND & CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 2nd February. 


Company—Winpina vp-—-ProvisionaL LiquipATOR OTHER THAN OFFICIAL 
Recerver—SprecraL Manacer—Companigs Act, 1862, s. 85—ComPantes 
(Winprne-up) Act, 1890, ss. 4, 5. 


This was an application ex parte to appoint a provisional liquidator other 
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than the official receiver of the above-named company. A resolution had 
been passed for volun mere Be but no voluntary liquidator had 
been appointed, and a had presented for a compulsory wind- 
ing up by the applicant, who was a creditor and was also managing direc- 
tor of the company. It was stated that it was necessary to carry on the 
business of the company, and the question was whether there was power 
in the court’ to appoint some other than the official receiver to be 
provisional liquidator until the of the winding-up order. 

Vavenan Wits, J., said that the a was now in such 
cases to appoint the official receiver pro’ liquidator, restricting his 
powers to making applications to the court for the appointment of some- 
one as special manager. An order in that form was accordingly made.— 
Counset, Ashton Cross. Soxicrrors, Mills ¢ Currie. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re EDGBASTON BREWEBY CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
8th February. 


Company—Winpine vur—Creprror’s Prerrrion—Discretion or Cournt— 
DgBENTURE-HOLDER’s AcTION—UnNsEcurED Crepitors—Companies Act, 
1862, s. 91. 


This was a creditor’s petition to wind up the above-named company. 
The petitioner was a creditor for £750, in respect of a judgment debt 
obtained on a bill of exchange roy et by the co y in the ordinary 
course of their business as brewers for hops supplied. The outstanding 
debts amounted to some £24,000. It was admi that the company was 
insolvent, and that the debt was due, but it was said that no winding-up 
order should be made, because debentures had. been issued by the 
ares nap’ to the extent of £72,000, and that such debentures covered the 
whole of the assets of the company, real and mal, present and 
future, including paid-up and unpaid capital. evidence went to 
shew that if the debenture’ security were realized there would not be 
sufficient to pay the debenture-holders 103. in the pound, and that the 
| oe wed would get nothing if an order were made. A debenture- 

older’s action had been commenced and a receiver appointed. 


VaucHan Wits, J., said that in the circumstances the court had no | 


choice but to refuse a winding-up order. The — hope for the trade 
creditors was a reconstruction scheme, and they been warned that a 
compulsory order would ruin even this chance. The majority of the 
creditors and of the debenture-holders in these circumstances had natur- 
ally enough expressed strong wishes that there should be no compulsory 
liquidation. As the law now stands the court must, in such circumstances 
as these, refuse an order for compulsory liquidation. Where the assets of 
@ company were not sufficient to pay the debenture-holders, a debenture- 
holder’s action was the only liquidation. Such a liquidation was generally 
a mere distribution of salvage. There was no investigation into the cause 
of the wreck, no question was asked as to what were the valuations on which 
the directors purc , or how they came to purchase and go to allot- 
ment and issue debentures, when the total sum available from applications 
for shares and the issue of debentures was not sufficient to pay the con- 
tract prices and barely sufficient to pay the reduced prices, even 
the most favourable view of what those reduced prices were. The com- 
pany, thus crippled at its birth and put before the world as a thriving 
commercial concern, contracted debts with tradesmen to the extent of 
£24,000, and those —- were without remedy. = . ip firm, 
instead of a company, ———_ e penny of its assets, present 
and future, and then contracted debts rey A. extent of £24,000, the law 
of bankruptcy would have regarded such traders as guilty of serious 
offences. But with companies it was different ; nobod, be blamed, 
nobody punished. It might be the Legislature would think fit to 
some law to remedy this state of things. A more unsatisfactory mode of 
liquidation for the outside creditors than a debenture-holder’s action 
could not be conceived. The trade creditors had no locus standi and no 
right to interfere or to be heard. It had been tried to give the trade 
creditors some right to intervene in the action, but no _— had 
been come to, though considerable efforts had been made. e petition 
would be dismissed, but without costs.—Covunsg1, Stallard ; Buckley, Q.C., 
and Younger ; Farwell, Q.C., and Russell- Roberts; Whinney. So.tcrtors, 
Wellborne & Son; C. R. H. Hardcastle ; Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor ; Stib- 
bard, Gibson, $ Co. 

[Reported by V. pz 8S. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. v. JUSTAW—4th February. 


CrnanaL Law—MANSLAUGHTER—NEGLECT TO SUPPLY NECESSARIES OF 
Lire—Iwetiep UNDERTAKING. 


The prisoner was indicted at the Worcester Assizes for manslaughter. 
The question reserved by Day, J., for the opinion of the court was 
whether, under the circumstances, there was an implied undertaking or 
duty on the part of the prisoner to attend to the wants of the deceased. 
The prisoner was a woman between thirty and forty years of age, and had 
no means of her own. The deceased, a woman of about seventy-three years 
of age, was the prisoner’s aunt. For some time —e to the commis- 
sion of the alleged offence the prisoner had been living with the deceased 
in her cottage and had been maintained by her; no other person li 


z 


with or attended to them. The deceased shortly before her death suffered 
from gangrene in her lag, which rendered her di the last ten days of 
her life quite unable to attend to herself, or to move pas nals “Poa 


to procure assistance. The prisoner continued to live in the house at th 
cost of the deceased, and took in the food supplied by the tradespeople 


® 








but did not appear to have given in on 

not yr ge or , ive to 

; : a nf the deceed ‘although se had abundant 
so 

ani selesions of the decenenl Biiak wiltin ©. few miles.” She mediot 

evidence shewed that death was s 


want of food, nursing, medical . It was contended on 
Dehelt af She pascees Sees eee ee 8 eee such 
as would the prisoner to give or procure any food or or 


no evidence of undertaking the » express or implied. 
R. v. Friend (R. “tR. 20), R. v. Shepherd & Cave, 147), and 2. v. 
Marriott (8 C. & P. 425) were cited. 

The judgment of the Covrr (Lord Coreripes, C.J., Hawxis, Oave, 
Day, and Cotttins, JJ.) was delivered by 

Lord Cotzriper, C.J.—We are all of opinion that this conviction must 
be affirmed. It would not be correct to say that every moral duty is also 
a legal duty, but it is correct to say that legal duty is f u 
a moral duty. In this case it is clear that it was the moral duty of 
woman at least to impart to the deceased so much of the food which she 
took into the house, and which was paid for by the money of the oe 

4 


as was necessary to sustain her life. The deceased ee ony # 
through the instrumentality of the — The prisoner f. to dis- 
bt that her failure to discharge it 


charge this duty, and there is no 
accelerated the death of the deceased. There is no case directly in t, 
but it would be a slur bs ae the law if it were not clear this 
case falls within the principle of the decisions. There was here’ a legal 
duty deliberately unperformed, and that assisted in — That, 
in my 0 m, and in the opinion of my brethren, is s t to shew 
that this conviction was correct, and ought to be affirmed. Conviction 


rmed. 

Vachell, at the request of the judge, argued the case on behalf of the 
prisoner. The prosecution was not rep’ ted. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


STOKES (Appellant) », CHECKLAND (Respondent)—2nd February. 
Mrnzs—Naxep Licuts 1n Coat Minse—Manacine Dreecror or Mine— 
Appormntment or Cegrtiricatep Manacer—Lianmiry or Manacine 
Diegcror ror Orrence—Coat Mines Reeviation Acr, 1887 (50 & 51 
Vier. c. 58), 8. 
Special case stated by the justices of the Smalley Division of hire 
under section 18 of the Sum Jurisdiction Act, 1879, on the 
of the appellant, an inspector of mines. The information 


- 


of section 49 (general rule 8) by the respondent as agent of the ley 
Colliery, in uence of the use der ag opr hin. concede dh A 
in lieu of safety lamps, and the information was as follows; ‘‘ That the 
respondent, a colliery owner, on the 9th of May, 1892, he then the 


owner or agent of a certain mine or colliery known as the 

Colliery, of which mine or colliery it was to work the 

safety lamps in a certain part of a ventilating di of such mine, to 
a district of the hard coal workings, cause or t the coal to 
worked with naked lights in another part of the same ven 
ot ate ss nena A provisions of the Coal Mines 
1887.” Upon the hearing of this information a prelim 
taken on behalf of the respondent that the inf bad, 
feet to eee with an alternative offence as owner or agent, 
liabilities imposed on an owner being different from those imposed on 


E 
ePegeeys 


agent by the Act. The justices were of opinion that the objection was 
Ore wae ceaasdel tho Chaaaiten, cn eaotaen tan Ogee tabs 
ceeded against the res as agent only. It was proved by the 
ppellant, and not disputed by the t, that on the date named in 
eis Oe er ee district of the hard coal workings 
of the colliery a fall of roof, that in consequence of such fall of roof 
there was an accumulation of gas side of it, and that men were 
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and competent certificated manager, duly appointed under the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act. It was also proved on behalf of the respondent that on 
the day in question a duly appointed certificated manager of the colliery 
was in charge thereof, and it was further proved that the rules and regula- 
tions of the said Mines Act were duly published at the said colliery, that 
the dent had in no way interfered with the manager at the colliery 
in the ormance of his duty, and had otherwise authorized all necessary 
ture for the performance of the safe and proper conduct of the 
, a8 required from time to time; and it was f= proved by him (the 
lent) that he was not at the said colliery on the date in question, 
but was at other places a long distance therefrom, and did not know the 
state of matters underground on that date. The justices were of opinion 
that the dent was legally responsible as agent; but according to 
section 50 of the Act he had taken every reasonable precaution by 
eppointing = managers of the colliery, and they accordingly dis- 
the information. If the court should be of opinion that the 
respondent by appointing a properly certificated manager had taken all 
reasonable means within the meaning of section 50 of the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act, 1887, then the decision dismissing the information is to 
stand. The Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vict. c. 58), pro- 
vides, section 49, rule 8, ‘‘ No lamp or light other than a locked safety 
lamp ehall be allowed or used,’’ &c. ; section 50, ‘‘ Every person who con- 
travenes or does not comply with any of the general rules in this Act shall 
be guilty of an offence against this Act; and in the event of any contra- 
vention of or non-compliance with any of the said general rules in the case 
of any mine to which this Act applies, by any person whcemsoever, the 
owner, agent, and manager shall each be guilty of an offence against this 
Act, unless he proves that he had taken all reasonable means, by pub- 
lishing and, to the best of his power, enforcing the said rules and regula- 
tions for the working of the mine, to prevent such contravention or non- 
compliance.’’ An objection was taken on behalf of the respondent that 
there was no appeal from the dismissal of the information by the justices, 
on the authority of Reg. v. Justices of London, Ex parte The Fulham Vestry 
(39 W. R. 11, 25 Q. B. D. 357), but the court, without deciding the objec- 
tion, heard the case on the merits. The following cases were referred 
to:—Baker v. Carter (26 W. R. 497, 3 Ex. D. 132), Wynne v. Forrester 
(5 C. P. D. 361). 

Tue Covrr held that the justices were right upon both points in holding 
that the respondent was an agent of the mine within the meaning of the 
Act, but that he had taken all reasonable means withm section 50, by 
appointing a duly certificated manager, &c., and that therefore the infor- 
mation was properly dismissed.—Covunset, Daldy and Sutton ; Channell, 
Q.C., Lush, and W. H. Griffiths. Soutcrrors, The Treasury Solicitor ; Bell, 
Brodrick, § Gray. 

[Reported by Sir Surrston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


AITKEN v. BATCHELOR—30th January. 


ARBITRATION—AGREEMENT TO Rerer—INDORSEMENT ON Briers ny CounsEL 
—ArsiTraTion Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), 8s. 27—AGREEMENT IN 
Wririne. 

This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of Kennedy, J., at 
chambers, affirming a decision of the district registrar at Cardiff, refusing 
to appoint an arbitrator under section 5 of the Arbitration Act, 1889. A 
notice to appoint an arbitrator had been served on the plaintiff by the 
defendant in pursuance of an indorsement made by counsel on each side 
on his own brief. The material part of such indorsement was as follows: 
** Counter-claim withdrawn and plaintiff to have taxed costs thereof. The 
withdrawal to be without prejudice to defendant’s claims in respect of the 
whole counter-claim, except £250 profit on cargoes, which claims shall be 
referred to arbitration as quickly as possible.” It was contended for the 
respondent that the indorsements did not amount to an agreement to refer, 
but only to an agreement to submit to an order of the court to refer, and 
that even if there was an agreement to refer it did not amount to a 
“* submission ” within section 27 of the Act, as the agreement was not 
written and signed on one piece of paper. 

Tue Court (Day and Cottrs, JJ.) held that the indorsements constituted 
an ent to refer, and that they also formed a ‘‘ submission ”’ within 
section 27 of the Act. It was not necessary that the agreement should be 
written and signed on one piece of paper. Appeal allowed.—Covunsg1, 
Manisty; T. W. Chitty. Sorscrrors, Cunliffes § Davenport, for Morris ¢ 
Son, Cardiff ; Riddell, Vaizey, §& Smith, for Morgan § Scotc, Cardiff. 

[Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CROFT v. KING & CO. (LIM.) AND FREDERICK JOHN KING— 
30th January. 


Pracrice—Sgrvice or ConcurrENT Writ oUT OF THE JURISDICTION— 
R. 8. C., XI., 1 (e). 


This was an application by F. King & Co. (Limited) to set aside an order 
made er parte by Day, J., at chambers, giving the plaintiff leave to issue a 
concurrent writ of summons against the intended defendants, King & Co. 

Limited), and further giving leave to serve the concurrent writ at 26, 
aring-street, Belfast, or elsewhere in Ireland. The address 26, Waring- 
street was the registered office of the company. The defendant, F. J. 
King, had been duly served within the jurisdiction. The action was 
brought to recover damages for malicious prosecution. The questions 
were—(1) Whether ord. 11, r. 1 (g), applied to an action for atort? (2) If 
rule did apply, whether the case was one in which the leave ought to 
t that the plaintiff was an undischarged bankrupt, 

that F. Co. (Limited) were the principal defendants, as the 


provoation of the plat had been carried on at their instance. F. J 
ing, who was the London manager of F. King & Co. (Limited), 


ipformation against the plaintiff. 


laid the 





Tue Court (Day and Cortims, JJ.) held that ord. 11, r. 1 (g), applied to 
tort as well as to contract, and that, therefore, there was jurisdiction to 
allow the service of the concurrent writ upon F. King & Oo. (Limited) in 
Ireland, and, further, that as they would be the principal defendants in the 
action and F. King had been duly served within the jurisdiction, they 
were proper parties to the action, and that, therefore, service ought to be 
allowed. — dismissed.—Counset, J. E. Bankes; Willis, Q.C., and 
Clydesdale. ticrrors, J. § H. Johnson § Sons ; Hatchett-Jones § Co. 
[Reported by J. E. A.povs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BELTON v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL— Ist February. 
CoMPENSATION UNDER THE Lanps Ciausges Acts—REvVERSIONARY INTEREST IN 
LicensepD PremisEs—ADMISSIBILITY oF EvipENce TO Prove THE PRESENT 
Marxet Vatve or THE CLAmANT’s INTEREST IN THE PREMISES AS A 
LicenseD PunLic-HOUSE. 
This was a special case stated by an umpire, submitting for the decision 


of the Divisional Court a point of law which arose during p gs to 
settle the amount of hes mye yable to the claimant as owner of 
certain premises req by the don County Council. Under the 


powers of the Thames Tunnel (Blackwall) Act, 1887, the London County 
Council, as successors of the Metropolitan Board of Works, are authorized 
to construct a tunnel or subway under the River Thames at Blackwall, 
with the roads and approaches thereto in such Act described, and for the 

urposes thereof they required to purchase certain lands and premises 

longing to the claimant. The premises consisted of a fully licensed 
public-house known as the ‘‘ Coopers’ Arms,’’ High-street, Poplar, and 
certain houses, shops, workshops, and stabling adjoining, a copyhold 
property let for a term, of which twenty-six years are unexpired, at the 
annual rent of £100. Notice to treat was duly given, and, the arbitrators 
having failed to agree as to the amount of compensation to be paid in 
respect of the claimant’s reversionary interest, an umpire was appointed. 
At the hearing before him counsel for the London County Council objected 
to the admission of certain evidence tendered by the claimant’s counsel 
for the purpose of shewing the present market value of the claimant’s 
reversionary interest in the ‘‘ Coopers’ Arms” as it now exists (being 
licensed as a public-house), and the umpire stated the present case, asking 
for the opinion of the court as to ‘‘ whether I ought to admit evidence to 
prove the present market value of the claimant’s reversionary interest in 
the ‘Coopers’ Arms’ as a@ licensed public-house, or whether, for the 
purpose of ascertaining reversionary value, I should confine the evidence 
to the estimated rental value of the premises as a house and shop apart 
from the question of whether, when the reversion falls in, they would then 
be licensed premises.” 

Tue Court (Day and Cotins, JJ.) held that the evidence was admis- 
sible. 

Day, J., said: I am clearly of opinion that the answer to the arbitra- 
tor’s question is that he ought to admit the evidence. To decide other- 
wise would involve manifest injustice, and enable the county council to 
obtain the premises for a small price and sell them again for an enhanced 
price. The fair market price of the claimant’s interest as things now 
stand, the price it would realize in the open market, that is the true test. 

Cotuns, J., concurred.—Counset, Moulton, Q.C., and Freeman; Sir H. 
James, Q.C., and Edward Pollock. Soxicrrors, Blarland ; Young, Jones, § Co. 


(Reported by J. E. A.povs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SMITH (Appellant) v. LEGG (Respondent)—1st February, 


Buriprnc—NorvicE REQUIRING ALTERATION AFTER CoMPLETION—MeETRO- 
potiran Burprne Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vier. c. 122), ss. 45, 105, 


This was a special case stated by a Metropolitan magistrate. The 
appellant was a builder, and in the month of January, 1892, was employed 
by one Tappin, to erect for him a certain building. The building was 
completed in March, 1892, and after that date the appellant ceased to do 
any work upon it. The respondent was the district surveyor, under the 
Metropolitan Building Act, 1855, for the district of West Hackney, within 
which the building was situate. The respondent did not discover that 
the building had been erected until after the appellant had ceased to be 
employed upon it. On the 22nd of July, 1892, the respondent gave the 
appellant notice under section 45 of the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855, 
requiring the appellant to make certain alterations in the building so as 
to render the same conformable to the rules of the Act. The appellant 
not having complied with the notice was summoned before a Metropolitan 
magistrate. It was contended on behalf of the respondent that, although 
the appellant was not at the date of the notice actually engaged in 
erecting the building, he was, nevertheless, under the circumstances liable 
to be proceeded against under section 45 of the Act; and that the 
appellant could not by erecting the building without the knowledge of 
the district surveyor evade the requirements of the Act; and that the 
proceedings had been taken in due time. On behalf of the appellant it 
was contended that sections 45 and 46 of the Act applied only to a 
building in course of erection, and not to a building which had been 
completed before any notice had been served upon the builder, and that 
no order could be made as the appellant had at the date of the notice no 
power to enter the premises for the purpose of carrying out, any work 
upon them. The magistrate ordered the appellant to comply with the 
notice, but stated this case for the opinion of the court. 

THE Court (Lord CoLERIDGE, C.J., and CAVE, J.) quashed the order of 
the magistrate. 

Lord COLERIDGE said the respondent had, after the building had been 
completed, given the appellant notice to make certain alterations. That 
notice would have been effective if it had been given in time, but the con- 
dition precedent to the giving of the notice was that the house or building 
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should be in course of erection. In this case there was no building in 


course of erection at the time the notice was given. Supposing that a | Conviction affirmed.—CouNnsgL, Poland, Q.C., and Silis 


building had been completed by the builder, paid for by the owner and 
resold by him, could the surveyor then order the building to be altered or 
pulled down without any compensation? Moreover, the order had to be 
made on the builder. Supposing he had retired from business, or was 
dead, could he be compelled to return to business, or could his executors 
be made liable? It would be an outrage on good sense and the laws of 

roperty to say that such results were intended by the Legislature to 
Follow the giving of a notice under this Act. The case of Pursons v. 
Tynewell (44 J. P. 296) was a distinct authority in favour of the appel- 
lant, and the appeal must be allowed. 

Cave, J., concurred,—COUNSEL, Macmorran and F. Low; Daldy. 
SoLiciToRs, Ricketts; Blawland. 


[Reported by F. O. Rosrnson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PENN (Appellant) ». ALEXANDER (Respondent)—4th February. 


Licensire Acts—Satz purmve Prouisrrep Hovrs—‘ Bona Froz Travet- 
ters "—REFREsHMENT ON Sunpay—Licenstna Aor, 1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. 
c. 49), ss. 9, 10. 


In this case the appellant, who was a licensed victualler and the 
occupier of the White Lion beer-house at Little Houghton, in North- 
amptonshire, was convicted by a court of summary jurisdiction under 
the Licensing Act, 1874, for opening his premises for the sale of intoxi- 
cating liquors during prohibited hours on Sunday, April 10th, 1892. The 
appellant appealed to the Quarter Sessions, and the conviction was con- 
firmed, subject to a special case. It appeared from the special case that on 
Sunday, April 10th, 1892, two policemen watched the appellant’s premises 
from 10.44 a.m. to 11,20 a.m., and during that time saw eighty-five persons 
go into the yard of the premises and seventy-four leave, sixty-six of whom 
went in the direction of Northampton. All the eighty-five persons came from 
the direction of Northampton. The policeman entered the yard and saw 
more than fifty-seven men, some of whom were drinking beer. In the yard 
tables were spread on tressels and provided with seats. On the tables were 
jugs of beer. These tables and tressels were not set out on week-days. In 
answer to a question of the policeman,{the appellant stated that all the 
persons in the yard were travellers. It was proved or admitted that all the 
persons, exceeding 131 in number,who were in the yard during the time men- 
tioned, were, with the exception of four or five, artizans from Northamp- 
ton, a place about three and a half miles distant, and had walked to the 
appellant’s premises, and not beyond, that morning, and returned, or were 
returning, after taking beer or other refreshment. There was no evidence 
that any of the persons had stayed in the yard an unreasonable time or 
had had too much to drink. e appellant and his son were called as 
witnesses and proved that many of the persons were known to them as 
artizans from Northampton, that before anyone was served with beer or 
other refreshment he was asked where he had come from and where he 
had slept the night before, and no one was allowed to have more than one 
pint of beer or to be served more than once. The appellant admitted that 
two waiters more than on a week-day were employed by him on a Sunday 
to attend to customers, The Court of Quarter Sessions came to the con- 
clusion that many of these persons had left their homes at Northampton 
in order to get some beer at Little Houghton as they could not be served 
at Northampton, and the Court was of opinion that such persons were not 
bona fide travellers, and the Court was not satisfied that the appellant 
truly believed that the said persons were all bona fide travellers. The 
appeal was originally argued before Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Cave, J., but 
as they were unable to agree in their decision the case was ordered to be 
re-argued before a Court of five Judges. 

The Court (Lord CoLEeRIpGE, C.J., HAWKINS, DAy, and CoLtins, JJ., 
CAVE, J., dissenting) affirmed the conviction. 

CoLins, J., said that to constitute a man a bond fide traveller within 
the Act it was not sufficient that he should have travelled three miles. 
The test was, what was the object of the journey? The magistrates had 
founi in this case that the object was to get beer, and he was of opinion 
that that: finding was right. The evidence also showed that the appellant 
could not have believed that the men were bené fide travellers. 

Cave, J., differed from the rest of the court, on the ground that he 
was not satisfied from the evidence that the only object of the persons 
who went to the inn had been to obtain drink. There was no evidence 
that they had stayed an unreasonable length of time or had had 
too muck to drink. The only point which seemed to have caused the 
magistrates to hold that they were not bond fide travellers was that there 
should be such a large number of persons coming from Northampton and 
stopping at a public house just outside the three mile limit ; but having 
regard to the population of Northampton, he did not think that the 
number was inconsistent with the fact that their real object was to have 
a walk in the country. As to the question of the appellant's belief in 
their bona fides he did not see how he could have done anything more than 
he actually did. He had asked them where they had come from, and where 
they had slept the previous night, and there were, in the learned judge's 
spain, no grounds for holding that the appellant did not really believe 
the appellants to be bona fide travellers. 

Lord CoLERIDGE, C.J., was of opinion that the convictions should be 
affirmed, The Court had only to interpret the Act and to apply the law 
to the facts of the case. The magistrates had come to certain conclusions 
and it was impossible to say that there was no evidence to support those 


conclusions, There was a practice for persons to go out from 


Northampton during closing Saeed to obtain beer which they could not 
lave got in Northampton. That was not bona fide travelling, and to 
decide otherwise would be to set the Act of Parliament at defiance. 








Hawkins and Day, JJ.; concurred with the majority of ms court. 
‘Jo .0.,; and 
Attenborough, Soxricrrors, Godden, Holmes 5 Co., for Beoke § Green, 
Northampton ; EZ. E. Hobson, for Rawlinson § Son, Market 

[Reported by F. O. Rontxsox, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MEDDAM v. MINNIS—6th February. 

Lorp Campsgty’s Acr (9 & 10 Vict. Cc. 93)—Pzcuntany Loss—Ressowanin 
Prospect or Bengrit — Evipence — Emproveers’ Liasrirry Acr (43 & 44 
Vicor. o. 42), 8. 1. 

Appeal from the Wandsworth mee. | Court. The action was brought 
under the Employers’ Liability and Campbell's Acts, for the of 
the nts of a girl who was employed by the defendants as a dressmaker, 
for damages for the death of their daughter which was caused by a fire at 
the employers’ premises, The deceased girl had been in the defendants’ 
employment for eight months and was paid at the rate of 8s, per 
week, her hours of work being from 8 a.m to 8 p.m, i 
evidenze of her mother the weekly cost of her maintenance the 
amount of her wages, which she gave to her mts, by 8s., and no 
evidence was given that this state of things would not continue, ‘Two 
objections were raised by the defendants at the trial, (1) that there 
tnd (2) that the parents had alfred no pecuniary dammage. ‘The judge 
and (2 t the ts no le 4 
oles left the case to the jury, who gave a verdict for the piaindit or 
£60, being three years’ wages, the full amount of damages allowed by 
the statutes. The defendants appealed, and the second point was argued 
before the Divisional Court. Counsel for the appellant cited Duckworth 
v. Johnson (7. W. R. 655, 4 H. & N. 658), Bourke v. Cork § Croom Reail- 
way (4 L. R. (Ir.) ©. L. 682), Holleran v. Bagnell (6 L. R. (Ir.) C. L. 333), 
Counsel for the respondents cited Heatherington vy. N.E.R. Co. (30 W. RB. 
797, 9 Q. B. D, 160), Dalton v. S.L.R. (4 C. B. N. 8. 296.) 

THe Court (LAwRANCE and CoLiins, JJ.) allowed the appeal, 
Here it was proved that the earnings of the girl were, in fact, ieulioead 
up by the cost of her maintenance, and had thut been so in the case of 
Duckworth v. Johnson, the decision there would have been the other way, 
The onus must lie on the plaintiff in these cases to prove that the earnings 
exceeded the cost of maintenance, and if the plaintiff failed to prove that, 
he must go on to give affirmative evidence that that state of things would 
not continue, In order to maintain the action there must be made out 
either an actual loss or a reasonable probability of pecuniary benefit which 
had been destroyed by the death.—OouNsEL, Channell, Q.C., and Tatlock; 
R, Gill, Soricrrors, Avery § Co. ; Pridham. 

[Reported by J. P. Mztxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WILLIAMS +. LONG—6th February. 


Fisusry Acrs—Orrenck aGarnst—Byz-Law—Licence ror ‘‘ Rop anp 
Love’’—Fisainc wita Rop anp Live ayp Nicur Live—Waergep 
Licence PERSONAL TO Hotpser on aFrgcts Instrument onty—‘‘ Lysrau- 
ment og Device ”—Satmon Fisuery Act, 1865 (24 & 25 Vicr. o. 109), 8. 
36—Fresuwater Fisuery Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vier. o. 39), 8. 6. 


Case stated by justices. Information was laid against the respondent 
under the Salmon Fishery Act, 1865 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 131), 8, 36, by the 
appellant, a superintendent water-bailiff of the Usk and Ebbw Board of 
Conservators, for using an “other instrument or device, not being a 
rod and line,” for the purpose of catching trout in the River Usk 
without a proper licence, The Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1878 (41 & 42 
Vict. c. 39), s. 7, empowers boards of conservators to issue licences 
to all persons fishing for trout and char, and in the event of the 
powers being exercised, the provisions of sections 33, 34, 35, 36, and 87 of 
the Salmon Fisheries Act, 1865, and of sections 21, 22,24, and 25 ofthe 
Salmon Fishery Act, 1878 (relative to licences), shall apply to trout or char, 
It was found by the case that on the 24th day of August, 1892, the 
defendant was fishing with a rod and line, and also with a night line, 
He was in possession of a licence only for a rod and line, issued under the 
Board’s bye-laws, which provided a scale of licences under which, by Bye- 
law 4, “ for each and every single rod and line” a 1s. licence was req 
and for “the use of night lines” a 5s, licence, The Board of Conservators 
“contended that the licence affected the instrument used only—viz., the 
rod and line—and that for the use of the night line another licence should 
have been taken out, as being an ‘instrument or device’ within section 
36 of the Salmon Fisheries Act, 1865, as extended to trout or char by the 
Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1878.” The justices, however, decided that the 
licence was personal to the holder, and entitled him to use a night line in 


addition to the rod and line, and dismissed his information 
and said 
to nothing 


THe Court (LAWRANCE and CoLLiss, JJ.) allowed the ap. 
it was clear that the licence referred to the rod and line, 
else, and the justices should have convicted the defendant of using an 
“instrument or device” without a licence.—CouNnseL, William Daniell. 
Soticrtor, Hunt, for Lyne 5 Co., Newport, Mon. 
[Reported by J. P. Meroe, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ELLIS v. PLUMSTEAD BOARD OF WORKS—2nd February, 
Merrororis Locat, Mawacemenr Acr, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicor. o. 102), 8. 75— 
‘* Burzpine, SrevorurE on Erxgcrion ’’—Bounpary Watt. nee 
The question 18 Cele case was as to viet ognativeted. « wall which 
‘ojected be: general building of a street, a “ building 
Lorapeat i ro erection,” within section 75 of the Metropolis Looal 
Management Act, 1862, The section gounsten in fect Shek be Meare 
structure, or erection” shall, without the consent in —. ‘ 
Metropolitan Board of Works, be erected within fifty feet of t 
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way, beyond the general line of buildings in any street, place, or row 
of houses, notwithstanding there being gardens or vacant spaces 
between them and the highway, and that if so erected an order 
for demolition may be made by a magistrate, &c. The appel- 
lant owned certain property fronting a street within the district 
of the respondent Board upon which he had erected a house, in line with 
the building line of the street. Between the house and the street there 
was a space of ground which belonged to the appellant, and adjoining which 
there was a vacant plot of ground. The appellant erected a wall thirteen 
feet high, and projecting twenty feet beyond the building line of the 


street, and to within fifty feet of the highway, between the vacant plot. 


and the ground in front of his house. An order was made by a police 
magistrate, under the above section, that this wall should be demolished, on 
the ground that, being connected with the house, it was part of a building. 
The order, being affirmed on appeal by the Divisional Court, was carried out. 
The appellant subsequently erected a second wall on the same footings 
and projecting for the same distances as the previous one, but separated 
from the house by a gap of some seven inches, and not more than seven 
feet eight inches in height. A further summons was then taken out 
against him, upon the same grounds, and the magistrate again made an 
order for the demolition of the wall, being of opinion that it was a build- 
ing, structure or erection within the section. It was contended by counsel 
for the appellant that this was merely a divisional wall, which he was 
entitled to erect for the protection and ascertainment of his property, 
that this section was not intended to apply to mere boundary walls, 
which were recognised by section 98 of this Act and by the amend- 
ing Acts, that the Court had already held a wooden fence which 
was erected alongside the wall not to be within the section, and that 
the section referring to “ gardens” shewed by natural inference that it 
was contemplated that they should be enclosed. He cited Clark v. Vestry 
of St. Pancras (34 J. P.181). For the respondents it was contended by 
counsel that there was no substantial difference between the present and 
the former wall, and that, though it was not then disputed that the ground 
might be enclosed by a fence, it must not be one in the nature of a building, 
structure or erection. He cited Adams v. Bromley Local Board (36 J.P.). 


THE Court (Lord CoLERIDGE, C.J., and CAVE, J.) dismissed the appeal. 
It was very difficult to construe the wide terms of the Act of Parliament, 
or to say that anything built between adjoining properties was not a 
building, structure, or erection. The Court could not say that every 
possible structure by which a man marked off his own property could be 
interfered with under the Act, for then a man who was obliged to 
set his house back to the building line of the street would be 
deprived of the advantage of part of his land, and would be unable 
to prevent persons from walking all over it. The question, however, 
ought to be one fur the good sense of the magistrate to say in each case 
whether the structure was one which was simply a reasonable ascertain- 
ment of the owner's own property, having that and that only for its 
object, in which case it was not unwarranted by the Act, the object of 
which was to preserve uniformity of building, not to prevent an owner 
from reasonably preventing the public from trespassing on his ground. 
In this case, however, the magistrate appeared to have been right in his 
conclusion that the present wall was an infringement of the Act and in 
ordering its removal.—CounsEL, R. C. Glenn; H. A. Farman, SOut- 
CITORS, Giraud § Shoppee ; G. Whale. 

[Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte TAYLOR & SONS, Re POTTS—Q. B. Div., 30th January. 


Banxkruptcy—JupGMent Crepirors—APPornTMENT OF PgcEIVER or Eauir- 
ABLE InTEREST—SxecurED Creprrors—Bankruptcy Act, 1883, ss. 9, 45, 
168. 


An important question was raised in this case with regard to the rights 
of judgment creditors. On July 25, 1891, the ——. Mesers. Daniel 
Taylor & Sons, recovered judgment against the debtor in an action in the 
Queen’s Bench Division for £316 15s. for goods sold and delivered. 
Execution was issued under the judgment, but nothing was recovered. 
In January, 1892, the debtor became entitled under the will of his mother 
to a share in the residuary real and personal estate of the testatrix, and 
on March 31, 1892, Messrs. Taylor & Sons obtained an order in the action 
appointing a receiver in of the share to which the debtor was 
entitled in the residuary estate under his mother’s will. The order further 
provided that such receiver should have liberty (inter alia) on July 30 then 
next, and at such further and other times as might be ordered by the 
master, to pay the balance ap; ing due on the accounts in or towards 
satisfaction of what should for the time being be due in respect of the judg- 
ment for £31615s. The estate of the debtor’s mother consisted of land and 
other property, and the trustees had, in pursuance of the trusts of the will 
for sale and conversion, got in the estate and were in a position to distri- 
bute to the beneficiaries and persons claiming throuzh them. On May 16, 
1892, a receiving order was made against the debtor on his own petition, 
upon which he was adjudicated bankrupt, and no payment having been 
made by the trustees cither to the receiver appointed in the action or to 
the trustee in bankruptcy, Messrs. Taylor & Sons now applied to the court 
and asked, by their notice of motion, for a declaration that they were 
secured creditors of the debtor in t of the share to which he was 
entitled in the residuary estate under the will of his mother by virtue of 
omg appointing a receiver by way of equitable execution of the said 


| Wavquan Wiiu1ays, J., refused the application. His lordship said that 
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the case for the applicants had been argued principally with reference to 
section 45 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. That section provided that 
where a creditor had issued execution against the goods or lands of a 
debtor, or had attached any debt due to him, he should not be entitled to 
retain the benefit of the execution or attachment against the trustee in 
bankruptcy of the debtor unless he had completed the execution or 
attachment before the date of the receiving order, and before notice of 
the presentation of any bankruptcy petition by or against the debtor, or of 
the commission of any available act of bankruptcy by the debtor. Then 
it was further provided by sub-section (2) that ‘‘an execution against 
goods is completed by seizure and sale ; an attachment of a debt is com- 

leted by receipt of the debt; and an execution against land is completed 

y seizure, or, in the case of an equitable interest; by the appointment of 
a receiver.’’ The contention of the applicants was that equitable execution 
of the character in the present case was execution within the meaning of 
section 45; and then it was said that the execution had been completed, 
and that under those circumstances they were, under the terms of section 
45, entitled to the benefit of the execution. The court was of opinion that 
the position of Messrs. Taylor & Sons was not that of creditors who had 
issued execution within the meaning of section 45. Section 45 only 
applied to the cases which were specified in it, and the present case was 
not one of those cases. Under those circumstances the court passed by 
section 45 because it thought it had no application. The only remaining 
question was whether the applicants were secured creditors, and the 
person who drafted the notice of motion ap to have apprehended 
very clearly the true question to be determined. But the court was of 
opinion that the applicants were not secured creditors. Section 9 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, provided that after the making of a receiving order 
no creditor to whom the debtor was indebted in respect of any debt 
provable in bankruptcy should have any remedy against the property or 
person of the debtor in respect of the debtor or should commence any 
action or other legal proceeding against him. But the section was not to 
affect ‘‘the power of any secured creditor to realize or otherwise deal 
with his security in the same manner as he would have been entitled 
to realize or deal with it if this section had not been passed.’”” The 
result of that was that if a creditor was not a secured creditor he was 
debarred by section 9 from taking any legal process against the debtor. 
That being so, the court had only to ascertain what was the definition of 
a secured creditor and to see whether the applicants brought themselves 
within it. The definition of secured creditor was in section 168 of the 
Act, by which “‘ secured creditor ’’ meant ‘‘ a person holding a mortgage, 
charge, or lien on the property of the debtor, or any part thereof, as a 
security for a debt due to him from the debtor.’’ The court was of 
opinion that the result of what happened in the present case had not been 
to make the applicants secured creditors within the definition. The case 
of Re Dickenson, Ex parte Charrington §¢ Co. (22 Q. B. D. 187), though it 
was in some respects a decision on the particular order which was brought 
before the court in that case, yet it did decide some matters generally with 
regard to the effect of an order appointing a receiver obtained by a judg- 
ment creditor for the purpose of what was called an equitable execution ; 
and it would seem to plainly decide that such an order obtaining a receiver 
against goods did not make the person obtaining it a secured creditor. 
In the subsequent case of Fe Tillett, Ex parte Kingscote (6 Morrell’s Bank- 
ruptcy Cases, 70) Cave, J., appeared to take the same view. It was con- 
tended that a still later decision of Levasseur v. Mason (1891, 2 Q. B. 73) 
had in effect decided that the decision in Re Dickenson was not a decision 
deciding any such general proposition, but was merely a decision as to the 
effect of a particular and somewhat imperfect order. The court did not 
so understand that decision, and the co uence was that the present 
application must be refused, with costs.—CounsrL, Herbert Reed, Q.O., 
and Micklem; Muir Mackenzie. Sortcrrors, Leyton, Sons, § Lendon ; The 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

{Reported by C. F. Morreut, Barrister-at-Law.]| 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
2 February—Freperick Henry JAMBLIN. 
2 February—Freperick Ernest Birp (26, Budge-row, Cannon-street, 
London). 
3 February—A.an Lioyp (Denbigh). 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : — 
Members.—The present number of members is 54 as against 52 last year. 
Public Trustee Bill.—In the early part of the last session of Parliament it 
was intended by the Government that a Public Trustee Bill should be 
introduced, and the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom 
were asked to prepare a Bill which would be open to as little objection as 
possible. A draft Bill was accordingly prepared, which was considered by 
your committee, but, in their opinion, the appointment of a public 
was uncalled for, and wo’ introduce officialism and attendant 
delay and expense into numerous trusts at present smoothly and 
economically administered, and that, therefore, no measure of the kind 
ought to be entertained. The president, at the request of the committee, 
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attended the conference of the Council of the In ted Law Society 
with the delegates of provincial law societies, held on the 3rd of February 
last, on the ey and represented the committee’s views thereon. In 
the result, no Bill utes a test the re ag is ane will 
require the utmost vi ce on of the as the 
introduction of some such Bill in the cat tatene is petballe. 

Report of the Judges on Legal Procedure.—The issuing of the wag stitie, oo 
may be described as the t legal event of the year, and your ttee 
thoroughly concur in the resolution passed at the annual provincial 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society held at Norwich in the autumn, 
viz.—that, ‘‘ Whilst differing from some of the proposals and recommen- 
dations contained in the judges’ report and resolutions, this meeti: 
desires to express the gratification of the profession at the earnest an 
powerful efforts which have been made towards providing for the more 
speedy administration of justice, lessening of , and termination of 
disputes.’’ Some of the proposals contained in the report appear to your 
committee to be undesirable, and have been almost unanimously objected 
to by the profession. Amongst these may be mentioned the proposed 
abolition of pleadings without order, the compulsory summons for 
directions upon all interlocutory matters to be obtained within 14 days 
after ery and certain provisions as to costs. The matters 
contained in the judges’ report will continue to receive the careful 
consideration of your committee. 

Circuits of the Judges.—In the same report of the judges the question of 
the circuit system is also dealt with, and proposals are made involving the 
abolition of the assizes at many of the present assize towns, including that 
of Worcester. The committee feel that the abolition of the assizes at 
Worcester would be a matter for regret, and it will be recollected that the 
society, at their last annual meeting, passed a resolution that in their 
opinion it was desirable that the system of holding assizes in each county 
should be maintained. 





THE ASHTON, STALYBRIDGE, AND DISTRICT LAW 
ASSOCIATION, 


The second annual dinner in connection with the above association was 
held at Ashton-under-Lyne on the 27th of January. Mr. Henry Hai 
(the president of the association) presided. 

After the usual preliminary toasts Mr. Ernest Jorpan gave the toast, 
‘* The House of Commons and John Addison, Q.C., M.P.,’’ and 

Mr. Apprson, M.P., in responding, pointed out that lawyers had helped 
to make the House of Commons, and lawyers had been enabled, with the 
assistance of laymen not always competent, to make it the most perfect 
legislative body in the world. There was a delusion that it was profitable 
for lawyers to be in the House of Commons, but he wished to dispel it. 
They would attain better oo by keeping out of it. There were no 
more useful or disinterested members of the House, many of whom had 
given up the practice of the law, and he thought they deserved much of 
their country. Many men gave up promising careers at the bar and gave 
themselves up to the service of the nation. 

Mr. C. P. McKzanp proposed ‘‘ Her Majesty’s Judges,’’ and coupled 
with that toast a name which he said was adored in every place where he 
was known—viz., his Honour Judge Hughes, and hoped he might be long 
spared to us to administer that — which he always had done with that 
unswerving fidelity and with that knowledge of human nature which is 
essential to the administration of justice. 

His Honour Judge Hvucuss said he was much affected by the kind way 
in which his name had been received in that company, in which, for want 
of a better, he represented Her Majesty’s Judges. Of all nations in the 
world the great pride of those who spoke the English tongue—and by that 
time they were spread over all the world—had been that they set the law 
above every other power—above Parlinment, above so , above 
presidents. Everywhere they were a law-abiding people. is Honour 
then spoke of the questions of international law which arose between 
England and America, and said that the great feature of the - 
syeaking people throughout the world had been their law-a g 
principles. Speaking of the present frequent instances of lynching in 
America, he attributed them entirely to the fact that judges there were 
elected by the widest possible — Ju in this country stood 
outside all popular movements, and they istered the law as it was 
given to them in an utterly fearless and absolutely free and just manner, 
and he hoped they would in future, as before, stand free from all party 
and particular bias. He felt very proud to stand there to respond for 
those gentlemen who went round the country administering justice. As 
long as he remained there he hoped he would still deserve some of the 
praise which had been lavished upon him by two of the previous speakers, 
and that he should hold the scales of justice with an even hand, and con- 
tinue to have the appreciation and the ey of those who practised 
before him, combined with that consideration a fellowship which 
he thought was the mark of their noble and spl profession. 

His Honour Judge Hucues proposed “The Inco: Law Society 
and Provincial Law Societies,’’ and referred to the fact that in England 
the bar and solicitors were separate branches of the same profession, 
whereas in America they were united. He thought, although some of the 
most eminent men at the bar were in favour of it, a long time would 
elapse before there was any fusion of the two branches. 

Mr. J. A. Foysrer (president of the Manchester Incorporated Law 
Society) responded, and gave some interesting facts rela to the labours 
of the Incorporated Law Society and the Associated Law 
Societies, whose meetings in London he had been recently attending. 

Mr. W. F. Cuameers (Denton), in a humorous speech, sey “The presi- 
dent, vice-presidents, and other officers of the association,’’ which was 


responded to by the president, who contrasted the position of the younger 


members of the profession in his days of articled clerkship with that of 
clerks of the present day. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Membere.—Your committee have to congratulate the members. on the 
successful reorganization of the association. The number of members is 
now forty. 

Unqualified practitioners.—Action has been taken in several cases of 
persons infringing the privileges of the profession. In one case a sum- 
mons was issued by the hon. sec. under the Svlicitors Act, 1874, and the 
magistrates convicted defendant and fined him 5s. and costs, into 
consideration that he had been ae from Shrewsbury, and a 
solicitor’s clerk would pro! lose I 
apology was published in the local , and the person in fault 
£2 2s. to the society and the costs. apology was also tendered by a 
ee who had applied in the police-court for an occasional licence for a 
publican. 

Prosecutions at assizes by magistrates’ clerks.—Early in the year a letter was 
addressed, signed by the presiden* and hon. sec. of the association, to the 
chairman of the county bench at Ashton, as to the practice of magistrates’ 
clerks conducting prosecutions at assizes and , and as a conse- 
quence such prosecutions will now be distributed, as is the case with the 
borough prosecutions. 

Land transfer.—No Bill on this important subject has been before Par- 
liament this year, but in view of the fact that both great political parties 
are pl to some measure in reference to land transfer, your secretary 
ad letters to all candidates for parliamentary honours in the dis- 
trict of the association, and in most cases elicited favourable replies. 

Public can ag cong = — = rr last _ ._— of a pro- 
posed Trustee to prom: y the Incorporate: w Society was 
sent to this association, and the committee, after considering the faery 
passed the following resolution :—‘‘ That the committee of this association, 
to whom the consideration of this matter has been delegated, object to the 
principle of a public trustee, and are of opinion that it is not desirable for 
the Incorporated Law Society to or assist in carrying any measure 
involving the establishment of office of a public trustee, and that a 
copy of this resolution be sent to the Secretary of the Incorporated Law 
Society.’’ 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 8th inst., Mr. John H. Kays in the chair. The other directors t 
were—Messrs. W. B. Brook, H. Morten Cotton, OC. B. O. Jepp - 
ford), Samuel Harris (Leicester), Gray Hill (Liverpool), John Hunter, 
¥F. Rowley Parker, Richard P ,» Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, 
R. W. Tweedie, J. J. E. Venning (Devonport), E. W. Williamson, Frederic 
T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £376 was distributed 
in grants of relief, five new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
SHROPSHIRE LAW SOCIETY’S PRIZES. 

At the annual meeting of the Shropshire Law Society, held on the 27th 
ult., the Law Student's Prize was awarded between Mr. W. Kenrick Min- 
shall, of Oswestry, who obtained third-class honours at the January 
examination, and Mr. F. Cooper, who obtained third-class honours at the 
June examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrzety.—Jan. 30.—A successful smoking 
concert was held by this society at the Monico, Picoadilly-circus, and was 
attended by some 250 members and friends. Mr. F. K. Munton, a very 
old member of the society, presided, and was su by Mr. Pitt-Lewis, 
Q.C. Letters — were received from Mr. H. F. Dickens, Q.C., who 
had been anno to take the chair, Mr. McCall, Q C0., Mr. Grinham 
Keen, and others. This is the first smoking concert which has been given 
in connection with the for a of five years, and, judging from 
the sapere which attended the eff of gl Oem sg - to 
carry out the arrangements, there should be no difficulty an 
—— va rg - So Sam The Tg oe Messrs. 
A. wiles, Frank Braine, George F. Bruce, F. H. Cheesewright, 
Morten H. Cotton, Brace Smith, Ernest Todd, Frederic Upton, H. © 
Williams, and Leslie J. Williams. 

Jan. 31—Mr. A. W. Watson in the chair.—Mr. G. H. Daniell opened 
per er en aw spying MP Se SNe Oe ae 
out of wedloc it to legitimated subsequent marriage 

i “Me. T. H. Bower follo also 


ke :—Messrs. Armstrong, A. M. , Tudor Lay, Herbert Smith, 
.R.z Davies, W ohnston, Tebbutt, Har- 
poly Mr. replied. The motion was lost by a small 


Ee 
e . moved: ‘ : 
of her Majesty’s Government as disclosed in ” Mr. 





C. Herbert Smith opposed. ar hemi a mag also :—Messrs. 
Stroud, Nugent, Chaplin, Henders»n, 
Mr. Kinipple The motion was carried. 
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THE LORD CHIEF JUSTICE AND MR. COMMISSIONER 
KERR. 


Tue case of Baker v. Fraser and another, before a divisional court of the 
Queen’s Bench Division on the 3rd inst., was an appeal by the defendant 
in an action brought under the Employers’ Liability Act. The case was 
tried at the City of London Court before Mr. Commissioner Kerr and a 
jury. Mr. Tatlock in opening the case for the appellant said that the 

rned judge in the court below had not taken any note, but a shorthand 
note had ‘been taken. It appeared from the shorthand note that at the 
trial, Mr. Tatlock having asked the judge to take a note, the judge replied 
that he would adopt the shorthand note, that it was his duty not to take a 
note until a point of law arose, and that the Divisional Court had found 
out at last that he was right in doing so ; that he still thought he was right 
although it had previously been differently decided. Lord Coleridge, C.J., 
said: I am not aware of any case in which it has been decided as a point 
of law, or attempted to be decided that, a particular part of the ordinary 
duty of a judge sbould not be done by him. Certainly I have never 
attempted to give any such opinion. I have said, and I repeat, that the 
course which is adopted and which is brought before this court again and 

ain is a courze which involves cruel, vexatious, and unnecessary 
hardship and expense on the suitors of that court. I have no means of 
preventing it, and I think it would be unseemly for me to enter intoa 
struggle between a higher and a lower court; finding that the strong 
intimations which have been given not only by judges sitting with me, 
but also by other judges, are treated with total disregard, I think it 
befitting to my dignity to say no more. But to say that I have ever 
chan my mind or entertained any doubt as to what is the duty of 
the judge is entirely untrue. Cave, J.: I am of the same opinion, and 
entirely agree with every word that the Lord Chief Justice has said. The 
appeal was then argued, but presented no points of law necessary to be 
reported. The court, without calling on counsel for the plaintiff, dismissed 
the appeal, but disallowed the costs of the shorthand note. 





CONTINUOUS SITTINGS IN LIVERPOOL AND 
MANCHESTER. 


On Wednesday the Lord Chancellor received a deputation from the Liver- 
sa Manchester Chambers of Commerce and the Liverpool and 

hester Law Societies, who asked the Government to support a Bill 
for baving a judge of the High Court continuously sitting for the trial of 
actions alternately in Liverpool and Manchester. The deputation was 
introduced by Sir Henry James, M.P., who was supported by many 
members of Parliament. The proceedings were originally understood to 
be priva‘e, but the Zimes has published a report, apparently verbatim, 
from which it appears that, in reply to a lucid statement by Sir Henry 
James and remarks by members of the deputation, 

The Lord Chancellor said that, no doubt, the ideal system of judicature 
would be one in which in every part of the country as soon as a case was 
ready for trial there was a judge there to hear it. The desirability of 
bringing justice to the doors of every man was not confined to Lancashire 
alone, but it obviously would be impracticable to bring about that result. 
He quite admitted that there was ground for dealing exceptionally with 
large centres of population where the amount of legal business was 
large, and where it would be quite ible to carry out a system which 
would be quite impracticable when dealing with populations giving rise to 
less litigation." While he was far from saying that the condition of things 
in Lancashire wa: satisfactory, yet, as compared with other parts of the 
country, Lancashire did not seem to him to be quite so hardly dealt with 
as had been suggested. At the present time suitors in Lancashire could 
be certain of getting their cases tried within a shorter time than they 
could in London. ‘There were four assizes every year at both Manchester 
and Liverpool at which cases could be tried, and he believed that that 
provision enabled a speedier trial in Lancashire than it did in London, 
and he did not know any other part of the country that was more favour- 
ably situated in that respect than Lancashire. There were evils in the 
present system which he fully admitted, but what he was now asked was 
that legislation should be introduced by the Government and carried 
through with the object of instituting a new system. It was said that 
because Lancashire was in an exceptional position no other part of the 
country would have any right to insist upon the same treatment, but he 
ba us certain that there were many other parts of the country which 

not regard Lancashire as exceptional, and which would 

loudly insist upon the same treatment and would do their best to induce 
the ent, and probably by their representatives to induce Parlia- 
ment, to establish the same system for them. Therefore he could not regard 
that measure of legislation with the same light heart as the deputation 
did, as he knew some of the difficulties of legislation, especially by a 
Government which had its hands tolerably full of legislative work already. 
He should therefore be holding out false hopes if he were to lead them to 
the conclusion that their proposed Bill would be likely to pass into law. 
He had not seen the Bill, but, from the statements they had made regard- 
ing it, their proposals involved very considerable change. He did not say 
that that was conclusive against it, but one had to look ahead when dealing 
with m of that description. He would consider carefully the 
that were made, and nothing would be more agreeable to him 

te find he was able to do what was generally desired by such influen- 

tial bodies representing the interests of Lancashire, but there were certain 
points which could be met without further legislation. He thought any 
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uncertainty in the days when the assizés were to be held, and the fixing of 
different days in different year:, and the want of know as to what the 


exact time would be were objections to the present system, some of which 
might be removed ; and he would do his best to promote every change which 
could be brought about without legislation which would tend to carry out 
the objects vg Ay in view. It seemed quite reasonable and right that 
there should be, first of all, a definite fixed time at which the assizes 
should commence in Manchester and Liverpool; and next, he could not 
see why, supposing the cases set down for trial at Manchester were not 
finished before the time came for the judge to go to Liverpool, he should 
not, when he had finished at Liverpool, return to Manchester and finish 
there, sv that the whole of the cases might be disposed of in the same way 
as they would be if they had a local judge. That — remedy 
some of the evils to which allusion had been made, and it might be put in 
force in the meantime without prejudice to the legislative proposals 
which were made. He did not put that before them as meeting the 
whole of their case, or as rendering unnecessary the legislation 
which they proposed. With regard to the trial of admiralty cases, he 
doubted if they would be as well dealt with on the spot by a 
local judge as by the judge of the Admiralty Division, who was specially 
qualified to deal with them, though he quite agreed that there might be 
some cases in which the advantage of a settlement would balance 
that advantage. They must not lose sight of the fact that the tendency 
of the system me A proposed would be to localize the bar. Nobody could 
hold more strongly than he did the view that the bar existed for the 
benefit uf the public in relation to litiga‘ion, and that litigation was 
not instituted and carried on in the interests of the bar. If there was 
to be a conflict between the interests of the bar and the interests of 
the public the interests of the bar must give way and the interests of 
the public prevail; but the necessary consequence of the localization 
of the administration of justice was that they would not have as 
large a choice of the ablest men as was obtained under the present 
system, and the most gifted lawyers would drift to the metropolis. 
No more weight ought to be given to that point, however, than 
the deputation were disposed to give to it, and he quite admitted 
that if those who desired the ch in the administration of the law 
were alive to all its consequences and were prepared to take all its con- 
sequences, and thought upon the whole that any particular mischief was 
more than counterbalanced by the advantages which would be derived, it 
seemed to him that that was a matter upon which their opinion ought to 
have the greatest weight. He again assured them that he had received 
their representations in a sympathetic spirit with every desire to see the 
administration of justice in Lancashire improved, and certainly with the 
determination to do, as far as he could do ae without legislation, 
his best to make that improvement as great as possible. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—COMPANIES: WINDING UP. 
Noricr. 

By orders of the Lord Chancellor, dated the 2nd and 3rd of February, 
1893, the following actions have been transferred to the Hon. Mr. Justice 
Vaughan Williams sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division : — 

Mr. Justice Currry. 
W Wright & Chas Wright (pltffs) v The House Investors’ Corpn ld & ors 

(defts) 1893 W 291 

Mr. Justice Norru. 
The Right Hon Ludovic, Earl of Crawford, on behalf of himself and all 
others the holders of first mortgage debentures of the Deft Company 

(pltff) v The Gamgee Steam Generators Id (defts) 1892 C 3,091 


Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
Hastings, Read & ors (pltffs) v The House Investors’ Corpn 1d & ors 
(defts) 1893 R 191 
Samuel Tanner (pltff) v C T Jefferies & Sons ld & anr (defts) 1893 T 126 
Mercantile Investment & General Trust Co ld (pltffs) v Schooling & Co ld 
& ors (defts) 1892 M 3,781 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Atrrep Carpmast, solicitor, whose death occurred on the Ist inst., 
after a few months’ iliness, was born on February 9, 1835, and he was thus 
at the time of his death within a few days of completing his 58th year. 
He was the second son of the late Mr. William Carpmael, M.Inst.C.E., 
well-known in connection with letters patent for inventions, founder of 
the eminent firm of patent agents bearing his name. He was admitted 
a solicitor in the year 1857, becoming a few years later a partner in the 
firm of Wilson, Bristows, & Carpmael, of which he remained a member to 
the time of his death. Besides a sound knowledge and judgment on all 
matters of law, he had very considerable scientific attainments, and always 
took a great interest in the scientific questions of the day, and during his 


career was professionally in a number of cases relating to 
patents and scientific questions invol important issues. A few years 
ago, in conjunction one of his , he compiled a handbook of 
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the Patent Laws of the World, giving for the firet time in a collected form 
information to the latest date as to the laws and lations of foreign 
countries relating to patents for inventions, a work which has proved of 
undoubted service to the large class interested in such matters. He was 
an associate of the Institution of Civil Engineers and of the Chartered 
Institute of Patent Agents, a life member of the British Association for 
the Advancement of Science, &c., and recently served on the board of 
visitors of the Royal Institution of Great Britain. He was also a member 
of the council of the Society of Arts, and a member of the Royal Commis- 
tion in connection with the British section at the Chicago World’s Fair 
Exhibition, in which capacity, only last autumn, he visited Chicago, furm- 
ing one of the deputation present at the dedicatory ceremony in October. 

Mr. Ronert McLean, solicitor, died at Manchester on the 2nd inst. He 
was only thirty-five years of age, having been born in 1857. He was 
educated at Dr. Adam’s School, Manchester, and afterwards at Fettes 
College, Edinburgh, where he gained the Trustee Prize for English verse 
end one for Greek prose. He wasarticled to Messrs. Hall, Son, & Lord, of 
Manchester, and passed his final in June, 1881, being awarded the New Inn 
Prize at that examination. Since passing the final he had chiefly devoted 
himeelf to literary work, and his name has been intimately associated with 
the authorship of students’ works. He was joint author of the Student’s 
Conveyancing, the Student’s Practice of the Courts, and other works, and 
he had been for some time past one of the joint editors of our monthly 
contemporary Law Notes. 





APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joun Ricuarp Yates, solicitor (of the firm of Smiles, Ollard, & 
Yates), of 15, Bedford-row, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. 

Mr. Tuzopore CuristorusErs, solicitor, of Henley-in-Arden, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Justices of the Petty Sessional Division of Henley- 
in-Arden in the county of Warwick, in the place of Mr. John Griffin, 
deceased. Mr. Christophers was admitted a solicitor in 1882, and took 
honours at his final examination. 

Mr. Ernest I. pz Buruarrsz, solicitor (of the firm of White & de 
Buriatte), of Viaduct-chambers, 38, Holborn-viaduct, London, has been 
appointed a Commiesioner for Oaths. 


CHANGIS IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTions. 

Hexry Montacusz Bazerzy and Samvet Lavincron Rooxgr, solicitors 
(Rooker & Bazeley), Bideford. December 31. The practice will in future 
be carried on by the said Henry Montague Bazeley, under the style afore- 
said. Gazette, Feb. 3. 

Groves Perrin Coorer and James Deakin Yates, solicitors (Cooper & 
Yates), Eccleshall. January 31. The raid business will in future be 
carried on by the said Groves Peppin Cooper alone. 

Joun Ketty Wurre and Wri11am Crocker, solicitors (Gibbs, White, & 
Crocker), 57, Gracechurch-street, London. January 30. The said John 
Kelly White will continue the said business under the style or firm of 
Gibbs, White, & Co. [ Gazette, Feb. 7. 








INFORMATION WANTED. 


FRANK P, LEon, deceased.—Any banker, solicitor, or other person having 
in his possession any will or codicil executed by the d , who 
formerly resided at The Woodlands, Clapham-park, and afterwards at 30, 
Portman-square, and 92, Westbourne-terraze, succesvively, is requested to 
at once communicate with Mr. H. Montagu, Solicitor, 5 and 6, Bucklers- 
bury, E.C, 


GENERAL, 

It is stated that Lord Herschell intends next week to call attention in 
the House of Lords to the subject of committals under the Debtors Act, 
and to move for the appointment of a Select Committee. 

It is announced that Her Majesty has granted the prayers of the 
petitions that Leeds and Sheffield should be raised to the rank and 
dignity of cities. 

The benchers of the Middle Temple on Monday selected the Rev. S. A. 
Alexander, Tutor of Keble College, Oxford, as successor to Canon Ainger 
as Reader of the Temple. 

The Association of Chambers of Commerce were to have an interview 
with Mr, Mundella on Friday with reference to the registration of mort- 
gages of machinery. The chambers will ask Mr. Mundella to support a 
Bill declaring that a mortgagee of a freehold or leasehold factory shall 
not enforce his mortgage against the other creditors of the mortgagor 
unless the mortgage security has been registered as in the case of an 
ordinary bill of sale. 

The Standard says the Lord Chancellor has arranged that Mr. Justice 
Wright shall continue to sit as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division, not only this but next sittings ; and a further transfer of causes 
from the Chancery judges to Mr. Justice Wright is announced. In this 
way it is expected that, when the courts rise for the Whitsun Vacation, 
the block in the Chancery Division will have been materially diminished, 
if not altogether removed. 

On the 6th inst.,in the House of Commons, Mr. T. H. Bolton asked 
the President of the Board of Trade whether his attention had been 
called to a leading article in the Daily Chronicle of the 17th of January 
last with reference to certain alleged abuses connected with the sale of 
parcels of book debts by official receivers in bankruptcy, and whether 

abuses 


would inguire into the matter with a view to prevent such 
r. Mundella said: My attention has been called to the article 


he 
in 
future. in 








question, and the matter is having my careful consideration. I shall be 
glad to have information of any instances in which it is 
a Caene nena ee debtors from the sale of book 

eantime I am considering what steps can be taken-to prevent the power 
of sale being used oppressively. “3 ve 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Powell-Williams asked 
whether any alteration had been made, by minute or otherwise, in the 
system or arrangement regulating the scale of fees, in addition to salary, 
received by the law officers of the Crown, under which such fees had been 
increased in amount, Sir W. Harcourt was understood to say that a 
change had been made in the position of the law officers. The latter 
would not in future appear as counsel for a private client except, in cases 
before the House of Lords and the Privy . He believed the new 
arrangements would enable Govérnment ments to avail themselves 








more readily of the advice and assistance of the law officers. He hoped 
that the House would think that the arrangement which had been made 
was of advantage to the public. , 
COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Reorstrans in ATTrenpANce on 
Date aL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Feb. .........0rs0+000 13 Mr. Carrington Mr. Mr. Ward 
Tee th = 
Saturte Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Rourn. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Rolt 
Leach , - 
Leach a 
Leach Farmer 














Wakrnine To twreypine Hovss Purcnasens & Lessees.—Before — or renting 
Sani examined 


a house have the § rs es 7. by an from The 
West (Estab 1876\, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &e.—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Feb. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Luarep ix Cuancery. 

Li iL CALEDONIANS, Lamrrep—Creditors are required, on or 
in their namer an addremes, and the particulars of thei debts or claims, to Benjamin 
Howorth, 26, North John st, Li Nield, Liverpool, solor for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Capsseee Acricuttura. Unrrep Fatexpiy Society, Artichoke Inn, Christow, nr Exeter. 
an 30 


Lonpon axp Nortu-Western Raitway Buriat Society, Midland rd, Wellingborough, 


Northampton. Feb1 
Quakers’ Yarp Women’s Friexpty Society, Quakers’ Yard Inn, Treharris, Glamorgan. 


Jan 30 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Luoarep 1x Caancery. 
Bipwe1, Bros, et for winding up, presented Feb 3, directed to be heard on 


‘ : for Brutton, Ottery St , solor 
Mao petsars, Notice of appossing must reack tie abovenamed nck later than 6 o'clock in 


for 

the afternoon of Feb 18 

Bounp & Co, Liurrsp—Petn for winding up, presented 2, directed to be heard on Feb 
20. Mills & , Bucklersbury, or petner. Notice of reach 
the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 


18 
F B A Limirep—Petn for up, Feb 3, directed 
rang 4 aan oF Sane , wens P presented _ 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later @ odiock fa the 
afternoon of Feb 15 ; 
Inrnnconensas Conn Mavegsmen Co, a pa teins of dae on - before «4 
21, to sen names an 
jami Clement’s lane, 12, Lombard st. Sree all a Marshall, Linosta’s 


inn jrelds, solote for liquidetor 


Rep Cross Murvat Sreamsurp Insunaxce Association Liurrep—Creditors are required, 
on of before Feb 28, to send their names and oe, with particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John James Holdsworth, 2, Brabant ct, lane 

8. a'Feb 9,” Rooke’ & Sons Lincoln’ nn Hels ek -_ IG 8, Sissstel fo be homed 

. Rooke Lincoln’s p+ ba petner. Notice appearing 

pater SO ny BA Oy in the afternoon of Feb 19 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Acres, Noran Louisa, Clifton, Bristol Feb11 Cooke & Co, Bristol 

B CLOUGH, JosHua, retired Schoolmaster Feb 1 

Senrsmeaw, THomas, , Manufacturer’s Assistant to a & 
Linnell, Manchester 

Cary, Frances Saran, Southampton Feb 19 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Cuarnay, Jess! en ee Woking, Surrey, retired Nurseryman Feb13 Milne 

. 
Cneisruas, Joun Savers, Cambridge, Solicitor March 25 Bonnett, Cambridge 
Cooper, Joseeu, Barking, Essex, Builder Feb 28 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 


Dewees, Beaten: Serene, Se eee Feb 28 Hawks & Co, 
im - ss Farm avenue, Streatham, retired Licensed Victualler Mar 13 


ARET, Rhyl ear 4 Williams, Rhyl 





—_— 
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eines, Sir Tuomas Ricuarp, Croydon, Surrey, Kat, J.P.,D.L. Feb13 Edridge, Gay. 


Fisuer, Lady Livias Stuart, Park lane, Grosvenor gate Feb 15 Aston, Whitehall pl 
Fow er, me 3 gy ne grdns, South Kensington, Merchant Feb 28 Bell- 


Garpner, Mary Axy, "Lovendor ler gr, Queen’s rd, Dalston Feb 21 Nield & Strouts, Monu- 
ment Station bi 


jon b 
Gnraysnay, Tuomas, Rochdale, Tin Plate Worker Feb 20 Standring, Rochdale 
Howvaxp, Veenen, Manchester rd, Isle of Dogs, Poplar, Engineer Feb 22 Baillie, 


Ho.r Guaneee, Brighton, Solicitor Feb 28 Yarde & Loader, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
Houwrer, Isapecia, Penrith,Cumbrid Feb 28 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 

Jenxins, James, Glascoed, Mon, Farmer Mar7 Le Brasseur & Bowen, Pontypool 
Joszrn, Fe.ix, Buxton, Esq Feb 28 Budd & Co, Austinfriars 

Kwicut, Cuartorrr, Reigate, Surrey Feb13 Head & Co, Reigate 


Lewxox, Gzorcr, Verulam bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor Feb17 John T West and Edwin 
Walter, 28, Lincoln's inn fields 
Maprxes, Sauvet, Nottingham, Solicitor Feb 18 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 


Mansn, Exiza, Tyldesley, Lancs Feb 22 Ryley, Bolton 
Mercatr, Tuomas, South Shields, Wine Merchant March 14 Rennoldson, South Shields 


Pee, Joux, Wimborne, Dorset, Major-General in H.M.’s Army Feb 20 Fred H Firth, 
Winchester House, Old Broad st 
Pitrar, Acxzs, Pennybridge, Ulverston Feb15 Jackson, Ulverston 


Porter, Marra, Llandudno Feb11 Clementson & Lund, Mossley 

Porrincer, WittiaM, Reading, Gent Feb 28 Blandy & Co, Reading. 

Patem, Wii114m, Brompton rd, Gent Feb 25 Young & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Putyey, Tuomas, Dorking, Surrey, Tailor Feb 23 Myatt, Abchurch lane 

Ratcurre, Ricuarp, Blackburn, Auctioneer Feb7 Marsden, Blackburn 

Ricnarpson, Janz, Thornship, nr Shap, Westmrid Feb 21 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 


Rippe.i, Wiiuiam Wiyter, Birmingham, Wholesale Manchester Wareho March 
Russell, Lichfield 
Roperts, Epwarp, Gresfori, co Denbigh Feb 28 Hughes, Wrexham 


Swire, Samvet, Littlethorpe, Yorks, Esq Marchi Langhorne, Wakefield 
Taytor, Any, Lincoln Jan 31 Tweed, Lincoln 
Tritt, Epwry, Brighton, Printer Feb 20 Nye, Brighton 
Trimmer, Georce, Farnham, Surrey, Esq March 15 Potter & Crundwell, Farnham 
Wartsox, Tuomas, Whaplode, Lincs, Farmer Feb 21 Sturton, Holbeach 
Wexpory, Grorcr, Muston, Yorks, Farmer Mar4 Turnbull & Co, Scarborougii 
Wit.iams, Eowix, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker Feb7 Renshaw & Co, Suffolk lane 
Woop, Euua, Kennett rd, Westbourne pk Apri7 Dowse, New inn, Strand 
Woop, Jonx, Bingley, Yorks Mari Platts, Bingley 
‘Woops, Jonx, Preston, Gent Febi Fryer, Preston 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 20. 
Aven, Petes, Kersal, Lancs, Newspaper Proprietor March 21 Partington & Allen, 








Arrnvr, Davip Leany, Harrogate, Esq Feb 21 Ramsden & Co, Coleman st 

Berra, Evzanor, Chorlton rd, Manchester March7 Hinde & Co, Manchester 

Berry, Bexsamix, Burnley, Cotton Cloth Manufacturer March1 Bulcock, Burnley 

Brapury, Frances Exizasetn, Fairfield st, Liverpool Feb 17 Graham & Shepherd, 
Sunderland 


Bower, Saran, Stratford, Essex Febi14 Sedgwick & Sharman, Stratford 

Brrepexsacn, THomas, Nantes, France Mari Newey, Birmingham 

Baiout, Ropert Epwarp, Botolph alley, Eastcheap, Butcher Feb16 Barber & Son, St. 
’s 


Bucxus, Frora, Bath Mar2 Rooke & Coker, Bath 
Buryayv. Rosert, Newcastle on Tyne, Clothier Mar 4 Wilkinson & Marshall, New- 


le on Tyne 
Cuambers, Annz, Tibshelf, co Derby Mar 31 Shipton & Co, Chesterfield 


Cuarmanx, Jesse, Walton St John’s, Woking, Surrey, Retired Nurseryman Feb 18 
Milne & Clement’s inn 
Cuaritox, Nico.as Jonx, Chilwell Hall, Notts, Esq Feb2S Freeth & Co, Nottingham 


Cuute, eee Witu1am, Basingstoke, Hants, Esq April 1 Bircham & Co, Parlia- 

Coxz, Joszrn, Brunswick cottages, ae rd, Brixton hill, Retired House Decorator 
Feb 20 ’Pumfrey, Paternoster ro’ 

os, ame, S pe oem feme, Butcher Feb 16 Durham & Carter, Arundel st, 

Coxnocx, Henny, Yeovil, Deoneneet, retired Enginner Feb 18 HS & 8S Watts, Yeovil 

Crewnpson, Epwarp, Kendal, Banker March 4 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 

Drake, Captain Frepericx, Prestbury, Glos Feb 28 Winterbothams & Gurney, 


itenham 
Farmer, Joun orgy Ifold, nr Billingshurst, Sussex, Engineer Feb 21 Faithfull & 


Fie.pen, Josn A; a Norfolk, Esq March 31 Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 
Faerun, Evrex, North Clifton Hall, Notts March 17 Freeth & Co, Nottingham 


Gissox, Jony, Great bnag oe Westminster, Architect March 1 Littledale & Lefroy, 
's Bench Temple 
Goprrey, CHaries, Cassington, Oxon, Farmer Feb 21 Hazel & Baines, Oxford 


Happock, oe Carueniye, Fairfield st, Liverpool Feb 17 Graham & Shepherd, 
Hayswortn, Tuomas, Preston, Joiner Feb11 Clarke, Presto: 
Hieems, Heyny, Birmingham, Contractor’s Manager Feb 17 "Burton, Birmingham 
Homes, Mary Ayn Siinsenm, Barking, Essex Feb 22 Wilson & Son, Basinghall st 
Hovantox, Carotine, Ramsden rd, Balham Feb 28 Corsellis & Co, Quality ct, 

par ’ » Q y ct, Chancery 








‘Snes ExizaseTu, Farquhar rd, Upper Norwood Feb 18 Cruesemann & Rouse, 
Seneaet hee Brampton, nr Chesterfield, Innkeeper March 31 Shipton & Co, 
Lixvewt, Joun, Bridge rd, Battersea, retired Farmer. Feb 18. Hunnybun & Sons, Hun- 
MacseEay, —-- Aywye, Bath March 2 Rooke & Coker, Bath 

Moreay, Sana The Boltons, Brompton March 6 Wild & Wild, Lawrence 


Noakes, Ducnet’ Mactions, Ironmonger Feb 28 Smith & Atkinson, Hastings 

Parraipes, Jutia, Plowden ter, West Barnet Feb16 Wells, Paternoster row 

Preao, Caarves Atsert, Manchester Feb 20 Crofton & Craven, Manchester 

Puiturps, Caartes James, Southampton, Merchant Feb 28 Sharp & Co, Southampton 

Porr, Wii.1AM, Biggleswade, Beds, Merchant Mar 25 Hooper & Co, Biggleswade 

Ricwarps, Witt1aM, Lilanfabon, Glam Feb17 Leigh, Cardiff 

Ricumoxp, Tuomas Wi tiam, Mayals, Oystermouth, Glam, retired Draper Mar 18 
Stevens, Swansea 

aeons ~ ‘eee Haves, Blackheath, Kent, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 25 Shum, 

Srrickianp, Joun Goovacre, Clifton, Bristol, Gent Feb 28 Burroughs, Bristol 


Srvacaee, Suense, Baumgarten, Silesia, Germany, Esq Mar 20 Foster & Co, Queen st 
pi, non st 
Swany, Exiza Jeanyetra, Victoria grove, Chelsea Feb 28 Margetts, Huntingdon 


enemas, Seseen Epwarp, Thaxted, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 25 Wade & Co, 


Tuomas, Bencer Ayprew, Liverpool Feb 13 C M Hughes, 6, Wapping, Liverpool 
Trimmer, Geonce, Farnham, Surrey, Esq March 15 Potter & Crundwell, Farnham 
Waker, Exiza Naomi, Bath March2 Rooke & Coker, Bath 

Waups, Rosert Henry, Cromwell rd, Kensington, Esq March 25 Roberts, Exeter 
Wineer, Wit1am Furneavx, sington, Devon Feb 20 Hucker, Newton Abbot 
Witson, Francis, Croft, Yorks, Shoemaker Feb 22 Barron & Smith, Darlington 
Wraicat, Evtes, Maida vale Febi1 Morris, Park st, Grosvenorsq 


London Gazetle.—Turspay, Jan. 24. 
Bowpen, Cuar.otte, Colchester Feb 20 Jones & Son, Colchester 
Bunyan, Gzorce, Aspley Guise, Beds, Plumber Feb 25 Smith, Woburn 
Burier, Hon ExizasetnH Waypesrorp, Bath Mar9 Rooke & Coker, Bath 


Coartaate Games Fase, Kingston on Thames, Dairyman Feb 19 Charlton & Baker 
m on mes 
Crank, Ricnarp, Clay Cross, co Derby. Grocer Feb 25 Gratton & Marsden, Chesterfield 


Daws, Rosert, Heigham, Norwich, Builder Mar 25 Tillett & Co, Norwich 

Dawson, Auice, Preston Vicarage, nr Wingham, Kent Feb 18 E W & V Knocker, Dover 
Dean, Cuaries Heyry, Neithrop, Oxon, Gent Feb 28 Fortescue & Sons, Banbury 
DownixG, Bensauin, Penistone, Yorks, Gent Mar 1 Dransfield & Hodgkinson, Penistone 


Eatovcn, James, Gt Harwood, Lancs, retd Supt of Police Feb 28 Harwood & Brough- 
ton, Accrington E 
EpwaARpbs0n, Brey Middlewick, co Chester Mar8S Husband, Widnes, and Liverpool 


Bawagnees, Jaume, Appleton, Widnes, Lancs, Farmer Mar 8 Husband, Widnes, and 


Souameen femm, Widnes, Farmer Mar8 Husband, Widnes, and Liverpool 
Epwarpson, Joserpu, Appleton, Widnes, Gent Mars Husband, Widnes, and Liverpool 
Epwarpsoy, Marcaret, Appleton, Widnes MarS Husband, Widnes, and Liverp»ol 
Gow, Mary Any, Bootle, Lancs Feb28 Lewis & Davies, Liverpool 

Baxson, Oryurra Maria, Stickworth, Arreton, I W Feb28 Estcourt, Newport, 1 W 
Heats, Cuar.orte, Frankton, co Warwick Mar2 Twist & Sons, Coventry 

Hoiman, Henry, Plymouth, Gent March 20 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Ion, Ropert, Shap, Westmrid, Gent Feb 20 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

Jerrrizs, WALTER, Birmingham, Whip Maker Feb 23 Wood & Co, Birmingham 
Macigeay, Maria Frances, Bournemouth March 25 O’Doaoghue & Anson, Bristol 
Masox, Rosert, Nottingham, Publican Feb18 Carter, Nottingham 

Mavunsett, Louisa Anye Baripoet, Hove, Sussex Feb 28 Ford, Brighton 

Maver, Josnva Hix, Crewe, Ironmonger March 15 Yearsley, Crewe 

Miixican, Cunistoruer, Johnby, Greystoke, Cumbrid Feb 21 Bleaymire & Shepherd, 


a Aspley Guise, Beds Feb 25 Smith, Woburn 

Oapen, Saran, Oldham Feb 28 Watson, Oldham 

Sace, Witu1Am, Tyrwhitt rd, Deptford, retired Victualler Feb 10 Burton, Blackfriars rd 
Sarrnson, Henry, Treales, nr Kirkham, Lancs, Farmer Marl Dickson, Kirkham and 


SprEenDLovE, Jouy, Hazlewood, co Derby, Farmer Feb 21 Heny, Derby 

Srone, Saran Any, Leigham avenue, Streatham Feb 20 Chapple & Co, Carter lane 
Storey, Anprew, Theobald’s rd, Gray’s ian, Solicitor Feb 28 Cowland, Theobald’s rd 
Tizsset, Mary, Appleton, Widnes, Lancs MarS Husband, Widnes, and Liverpool 
Tomutxson, Atice, Harpurhey, Manchester Feb 18 Todd, Manchester 

binw = epwede Tuomas, Billinghurst, Sussex, Farmer Mar 31 Hamlin & Co, 


Wanrsvrton, Janz, Wilmslow, co Chester Feb14 Smith, Hyde 

Wuairtet, Jony, Moss Side, Manchester, Artist Jan 31 Burder & Janion, Manchester 
Wuitexseap, Matitpa, High st, Lewisham Junel Dowse, New inn, Strand 
Witsoy, Tuomas, Appleby, Gent March 5 Bell, Appleby 


| Wriont, Coarces, Liverpool, Beerseller Feb 19 Mather, Liverpool 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London 


Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Brett, W R, late 

Batt, Ricnarp, and Cuartes Browx, Brecknock rd, Cam- Court 

den Town, Builders High Court 


Jan 30 M ts 
ar aa Corn Meadow, Claines a Market | Buxrina, SAMUEL, 
Worcester Pe Jan OrdJ on Trent 


Beastey, Taomas, Sharnford, Leics, Engine Driver Lei- ; Burr, CHances 
cester Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 Salisbury 


te Marylebone 
Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 


Pet Jan 28 Ord /| Bupertt, 8 A & Co, secant tttih: Siiaaiiaiin 
erchan ‘Court Pet Dec 30 ' Ord Jan 31 Dee 20 Ord Jan 31 


Whit vie 8 tBrick Manufacturer 
jar 90 Ora Jan 
rd, of no occupation High | Carrermovt, Tuomas Matruew. weltuochs Law Stationer 
3 “"High Court Pet Feb1 Ord 
st, | Cuanke, James Horxivsox, Derby, Draper Derby Pet 
Curr, Joux Huan, Wakefield, Hosier Wakefield Pet Jan 


Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 31 Ord Jan 3i 
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Corrritt, Samuet, Crakemarsh, nr Uttoxeter 
Farmer Burton on Brent “Pet Jan 90 0 30 Ord Jan 90 
Crossie, Heyry Jonx, 
Agent High Court Pet Febi = Feb 3 1 
Linthwai Huddersfield, 
Pet Feb Ord Feb 1 
rd, a, Engraver 


Hotel Proprietor 
1 


Crowruer, Savitte Dyson, 
Builder Huddersfield 
Dav ote Harry Firzyer, 
Court Pei Jan 14 


Jan 
Dic =e Avexanpes, Felling, co Dur 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb1 Ord 
Esury, Frances, Kidderminster, Milliner Kidderminster 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Ferrett, Witu1am, Torre, Torquay, Pork Butcher Exeter 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 

GuiasspooLe, James Caruen, Romford, Essex, Coal Mer- 
chant Chelmsford Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Gray, Cotty Campsect, Sutherland avenue, of no occupa- 
tion HighCourt Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 

Harerson, Francis Wii, Flamborough Yorks, Grocer 
Scarborough Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Harrison, James Bartuert, Craven aks mews, Harlesden 
Job Master High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Harcuer, Georoce Witiiam, Dorchester, 
chester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 s 

Jerrrizs, Ranpatt Joux, Norwich, Gunmaker Norwich 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 21 

Jouxstoxe, WitL1am, Norton, Yorks, Horse Dealer Scar- 
borough Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Joxes, Tuomas, Carnarvon, Book-keeper Bangor Pet 
Jan 3) Ord Jan 3) 

Kexsey, Burperr. Witiiam, Bexley, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Rochester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Lawtoyx, Witi1am, Leeds, Farmer Leeds Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 31 

Las, — Warwick, Cattle Dealer Warwick Pet Feb 


rd Feb 1 

emma 4 at Ky pen got * Brixton, Author High 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 

Mackay, Donato Browy, a Mon, Watchmaker 
Tredegar PetJan30 Ord Jan30 

Maxiy, Tuomas, Whittington a Reipaan, Baker 
Chesterfield Pet Jan 30. Ord Ji 

Marse, Henry Joseru, Dyer’s plies 3 Holborn, Journalist 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Owen, Ropert, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Teamowner Liver- 
pool Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 31 

Pearce, Eowix Tuomas, Exeter, Accountant Exeter Pet 
Janil Ord Feb1 

PowetL, Tuomas Fouiort, Bideford, Devon Barnstaple 
Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 30 

Rewsaiper, Davin, Pontardulais, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Carmarthen Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Suewarp, Georce Kipp, Green st, Park lane, Dealer in 
Horses High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Febi 

Sivpaway, THomas Wi.iam, er. Ironfounder 
West Bromwich Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 3 

Terry, Frep, Bradford, Auctioneer Bradford Pet Jan 

24 Ord Jan 30 

TaoryTon, Joun, Mansfield rd, Haverstock -, Coal Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Upsuer, Toomas Faux (jun), Mutley, Plymouth, retired 
Farmer East Stonehouse Pet Jan13 Ord Feb 1 

Varpy, Witturam, Bishops Waltham, Hants, Builder 
Southampton Pet Jani0 Ord Feb1 

Wess, Wit.t1am Joun, Halifax, Publican Halifax Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Witurams, Atrrep James, Neath, Se. | Licensed Victu- 
aller Neath Pet Jan3i Ord Jan 3 

Witsoy, Epuunp, Banbury, Oxon, China Dealer Banbury 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 27 :— 
Waker, Jesse, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller 
tingham Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Grocer Dor- 


Not- 


FIRST MEETINGS. a3 
Avustiy, Jonx, Hanley, Milkseller Feb13 at 3 Off Rec, 
Newcastle under Lyme 


Baaeett, Pameva, Canton, Cardiff, Baker Feb 14 at 11 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Batt, Ricwarp, and Cuaries Brows, Brecknock rd, Cam- 
deu Town, Builders Feb 13 at12 Bankruptcy blidgs, 
Carey st 

Barner, Beyxsamin, Liversedge, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper 
Feb 10 at 3 Of Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Bearp, Steruen, Corn Meadow, Claines, Market Gardener 
Feb 15 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Beasiey, Tuomas, Sharnford, Leics, Engine Driver Feb 
14 at 12 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Best, James Carruruers, and Sipney Ropert Faitz 
Kicnarpsoy, Great Charlotte st, Blackfriars rd, Auc- 
tioneers Feb 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bi: 

Bustinc, 8amuet, Parwich, Derbyshire, 
at 2.30 Off Rec, St James’ s chmbrs, Derby 

Burt, CHARLES, Whiteparish, Wilts, "Brick Menutactever 
Feb 13 ati Off Rec, Salisb 

to a Tailor Feb 


Caruisu, ABRAHAM, Euston rd, 
On Woking, Surrey, Corn 


10 at ll eee wigs — 

Carrer, Avaustus, 
Merchant Feb 13 ii IL b0 24, Railway approach, Lon- 
don Bridge 

Cray, W H, » Surrey, Tobacconist . Feb 10 at 11.30 
24, Railwa: approach, London Bridge 

Curr, Joun Huon, efield, late Hosier Feb.10 at 11 
Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Corrri.., Bauven by nr Uttoxeter, Staffs, 
Farmer Feb 13 at 2.45 White Hart Hotel, Uttoxeter 

Cramp, Evizabetu, Eaton ter, Bel; ny Dressmaker 
Feb 10 at 2. 20 Bankruptc: bidgs 

Crowrner, Savitte Dyson, tg Par mio nr ‘iuddersfield, 
a> ae Feb 15 at 3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Hudders- 

eld 

Curusert, James Wueat.ey, Great Grimsby, Baker Feb 
llatil Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Diyies, Moses, Lledfron, Lianfyllin, Montgomery: 
Auctioneer Feb 10at1 El t Hotel, Weetee 

De Marros, Atrrep Eowarp, Fenchurch st, Mercaatile 
Clerk Feb 10 at1 Lankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


’ 


Ex.iott, Joux, 
Off Ree, 24, Rail 
Exoianp, Tuomas, 


General Dealer Feb 10 at 3 of Rec, man" 
See ont Blackpool, General Si ne Moan: a 





17at2 Off Rec, 14 st, Preston 

Ferret, *Wintian Torre Torre uay, ig B. Butcher Feb 
11 at 11 13, Bedford circus, 

Pie Joun Aon dy 13 voburn fesall aq, 


‘ouse Agent Feb 10 at 1 +4 bldgs, oer 


Gwitym, Moses, Pentre Licensed Victualler 
Feb 13 at 12 Oa len. si, Alexandra r Swanten 


Harker, Hervert VALeNtine, Chester , Commercial Clerk 
Feb 10 at 2 chm! 
Harcuer, Georar Wiiiiam, Dorchester, Grocer Feb 13 


at 12.30 Off Ree, ury 
Hearts, by Lincoln, Grocer Feb 16 at 12.30 Off 
psi fn xen Royal Aquari Westminster, Sho 
inpE, Francis, jum, , Showman 
Feb 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Hvuoues, , 4S CAMERON, rd, Bowes park, 
Grocer eb 10 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 


Temple avenue 
Goods Dealer Feb 


Jacosson, Apotra, Gateshead, F 
18 at 11.30 Of hee Paks Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Jones, Harriett, Lower Grangetown, Cardiff, Grocer 

J ag ty 2, sage oF Merioneth, D: 

‘ones, THomas WRY, vey, raper 
Feb 16 at 2. Townhall, Aberystwith 

Ketsey, Seaer Witu1am, Bexley, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 

Lacwau, Antonia, sro al ig as Westminster, Chef Feb 
14at1 Bankru 

Lupron, Louis Simo: 
Stock Dealer 


Feb 15 at 12 Conthall Bigs, Toropmorton ldgs, Carey 


street 
Moran, Josern, Burnley, Gr Mar 9 at 1.30 
Hotel ‘e- , + “", 
b 10 at 12 OF 


Exchange 

Nix, Tse Arnold, Ni 
Rec, 8t Peter’ 

Parner, Wurm Henry, the younger, westoft, Smack- 
owner Feb 10 at 2.45 BSuff Hotel, Lowestoft 


8 ke wee Mead 
Pavmer, oa hate ren gt row, Provision Dealer Feb 


13 at 2. st 
Parry, Wasese Harry, vlan late ot of East y Serer Norfolk, 
Watchmaker Feb 11 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, st, Nor- 


wich 
Paste, Arruur, High rd, Balham, pew god Feb 13 
at 12.30 24, Railwa: approach, Loni 


Puituirs, ALEXANDER, rtobello pore hill, Tobac- 
Pp —s — West Hartlepool, Ci: ign, Casey ot Feb 
INDER, GEORG r Fe 

Of Ree. % 25, John st, 8 


13 at 3 cated 
Rees, WILu1AM Eow Ano, Morriston, an Tinsmith 
Feb 13 at2 Off Rec, 31 1, Alexandra rd, Swa 


Rossey, Tuomas, Scarrowmanwick, Kirkoswald, Cu Cumbrid, 
Farmer Feb 18 at 2.30 12, Lonsdale s it, Carlisle 

Rosinson, Freperick, Barton le Cley, Beas, Shoemaker 
Feb 23 at 11.15 Court house, Luton 

Sims, Sternen, Shacklecross, Borrowash, Derbyshire, Nur- 
seryman Febl0ati2 Off Rec, St _ Se chmbrs, 


Der! 
Saurn, Reso Samuvet, Charlotte st, Portland place, 
Licensed Victualler Feb 10 at 2.30 ‘Bankruptcy bidgs, 


st 
Waker, Jesse, Nottingham, Commercial Traveller Feb 
10at11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church Nottingham 
Wess, Witiiam Jonny, Halifax, Publican Feb 13 at 11 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
bein ay of Re SARAH Axx, Winchester, > a Feb 13 at 


Water, Tuoss, iden tenes, ned Fish Dealer Mar 
9at2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Wane, JosEPH, Hanley, Earth enware Manufacturer 
Feb 13 at 11.30 Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon 


Trent 

Wiuuiams, Jony, Tanycelyn, Lianddoget, Denbighshire, 
Farmer Feb 13 at 12.20 Eagles Hotel, Lianrwst 

Wits, Epwarp Distix, en, t houre keeper, 
Feb 10 at 12 ~ Chester 

Woopserry, James, Tiverton, Devon, Butcher Feb 10 at 
10.30 Off 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Woo.rey, Henry Tuomas, Northamptun, Baker Feb 14 
at 11.15 County Court bldgs, Northampton 


The sdiewee amended notice is substituted for that pub- 


ed in the London Gazette, Jan. 31 :— 


Witxrysox, Joun, Gateshead, Clerk in Huly Orders Feb 
10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baceoxrt, Pamewa, a, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet 
Jan19 Ord Jan 


Bearp, StTeruey. Corn Meadow, Claines, Worcs, Market 
Gardener Worcester Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 
Beastey, Tuomas, Sharnford, Leics, Engine Driver 
Leicester Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Bast, James Carrutuers, and Sipyey Roserr Farrz 
ICHARDSON, Charlotte st, — rd, Auc- 
tioneers Court PetJan5 Ord Jan 30 
Bowes, Sam, , Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Oct 14 Ord Jan 30 
a, > per oe Balaam st, Plaistow, West Ham, School 
er High Court Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 30 
ag se Whiteparish, Wilts, Brick Manufacturer 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
m.L1AM Jouy, Hol: 
Court 


bore, & 


me... 
ton, B 

Curr, Jonny Huan, Wi Pet 
Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Gone, Vanes Wituiam Cuaries, Sheerness, Licensed Victualler 

Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 30 

PRE a ieosm, Sheffield, ed Manufacturer 
Sheftield Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 

CrowTHER, Pe Dysoy, Linth waite, nr Huddersfield, 
Builder Hud Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Davigs, Jony, eT Glam, Builder Pontypridd 


Jan10 Ord Jan 30 
Hosier Wakefield 





Pet Sept 21 Ord Uct 1 





Dicxsox, ALEXAND’ Hotel Proprietor 
Howsastlo on Tyne Pet eb Ont Gnd Feb 


Georce 2 
~~ Se Pet Jan2 Ord Jan a ; 
 Gistuns, Bradford, Groce Bradford Pet Jan 


Haraison, , Wisse , Yorks, Grocer 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 


J aor, Bas RawpDAui Fy] Norwich, Gunmaker Norwich 
a Wintta, Onl Feb Horse Dealer Scar- 
ma bor gm Book keeper Bangor Pet Jan 


Jan 30 eect. 


Martin Tuomas, Doughty st, 
Court ee 1 
LawrTox, —— Farmer Jan 31 


‘an 
lon samen, ingtens rd, Upholsterer High Court 
Morgan, Denese Brown, Tredegar, Mon, Watchmaker 


Ma Pet Jan 30 Ord 7. 30 Bek 
HOM Moor, Derbyshire, er 
"Che id Pet Jan 9). Ord Jan St . 
McGowax, Horace, and Haroutp Asnworta Hapwex, 
Manchester Pet - 


‘0! founders 
Jan 10 Ord Jan 30 


Manrsz, Henry Joszrn, Dewhurst rd, 
Journalist HighCourt Pet Jan 30 
O’Hatioran, D’Arcy Garviner, Princes st, Hanover aq, - 
no occupation Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 30 
Owen, Roser, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Team Owner Liver- 
Pet Jan aL Ora Jan 31 


Pixper, Fant. 
Sunderland “bet Jan Jan 21 


Jan 30 
ei Sg cae, Seeea, Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Jan 24 Ord Jan 
Rewsripee, Davin, Pontardulais, Carmarthenshire, Mineral - 
by Manufacturer Carmarthen Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Sairu, + Tuomas Browrox, late The Grove, - 
lately Grocer Court Pet Dec 13 
Ord Jan 30 ; 


Surrn, Rosert Heyny, Sheffield, Steel Merchant Sheflield 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Feb 1 

Swircor, Jousy Wivwiam, Gus Victoria st, Merchant 
High Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 30 

Wess, Wituram Jon, Halifex, Publican Halifax Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Wheater, Harry Hitt, Leicester, Wool Sorter Leicester « 
Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 21 

Warrcoms, Horace Wituiam Jouy, Roxborough rd, : 
Harrow, Journalist High Court’ Pet Jan 2 Ord 


’s Bush, 
Jan 30 


Cireus Proprietor 


‘W, 
Jan 30 ‘ 
Wurtz, Epwarp Sricxiey, Smethwick, Staffs, Manu- 
tackurer’s Clerk West Bromwich Pet Jan 26 Ord 
eb1 


WILuiams, Agupans Jam ae, ¢ + a Licensed Victualler 
athe “het Jan $1" Ord Jan 


Wywy, WituiaMm, estemend | Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 1 


The Solieetng eonente’ wating to mabeiiiates Oe for that pub- 


in the London Gazette 
Wa xen, Jesse, Ni Commercial ‘Traveller Not- 
tingham 


Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


Mitier, Hven, Newtown, Commercial 
Traveller New:own Adjud Nov 25, 1884 Annul Jan 28 

Sorneran, Tuomas Baxter, Leeds Innkeeper Leeds 
Adjud April 5, 1892 Annul Feb 1 


London Gasette—Tunrsvay, Feb. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asusy, Hexry Tuomas, and Jouy Tuomas Asusy, Union 
1 rr a 8 VUourt Pet Feb 2 


Court Feb2 Ord Feb2 
Beusend, Atrrep om, late Jinsing lane, Merchant 
Court Pet Dec24 Ord Jan oe 


es Witiam Heyay, 
B Wi c wk de Ord Feb ‘Yorks, Mill 
TLLIAM, 
“\Menager De Bret et 3 Ord Bob d 
reeTt Jaye, and Sauvet Jvussen Boxwer, — 
eg Rotherhithe, Mineral Water Manufacturers 


High Gourt Pet Fos Ord Feb 3 
aoe Anas BA Fratton, Hants, Draper Ports- 


Ord Feb 3 
Catvest, Groros te Saree, joe, Commercial 
Glam, Baker Pontypridd 


Crarke, Groree, 

Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb3 
Coons, Renee Sans, Coal Dealer Leicester Pet Feb 
Cowxey, Leonarp Beacuaw, Penarth, Glam, Grocer Car- 

diff Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
Crisp, Cusente, Feb t- Gia Feb Sue, Hay Factor Peter- 


ona gt , oe Carmarthenshire, Grocer Car- 
be Feb a onnas eae yp Pontypridd 
rl nae ile on Tyne "Pet Poh 4 orien 


Nov 90 Ord Jun 2) 


Newcastle on 
Finmincer, Agruur Parsicx Vanveeun, 
Broker High Court 
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Fonsrer, Rosert Tuomas, Harrow rd, Gent High Court 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Feb 3 
Fosrzr, Jam 
et 5 T Pi th, Fisherman Yast Stonehouse 
HOMA erm 
Pet Feb 3, Ord Feb 3 


Fryv, Eur. ny McNea ite Gt Tower st, Provision Importer 
High Court PetJan3 Ord Feb3 
Hauurpay, Joux, Hulme, Manchester, Scotch Draper 
bet Jan 10 Ord Feb 2 
ham Rectory, Lancs, Clerk in 
and Barrow in Furness Pet 


83 
mee, io iecees, Leeds, Architect Leeds Pet Feb 2 


Hosss, ae Dvrrerr, Canterbury ter, Maida vale, 
Horse Dealer on Commission High Court Pet Feb 2 


Ord 

Hotrorp, Frep, Blackpool, Painter Preston Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 3 

Isporsox, Frepericx, Darlington, Refreshment House 
Keeper Stockton on Tees ro Middlesborough Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

J. ee aoa, Glam, Farmer ‘Pontypridd Pet 


Jeyxins, Davin, Whitworth inn, nr Aberdylais, =, 
Licensed Victualler Neath Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Jonzs, Isaac Jonn, Southampton, Tobacconist South- 
ampton Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 


Levensouon, Moses, Wrexham, General Dealer Wrexham 
Pet Jan10 Ord Feb3 

Massey, Wit11am, Millmeece, Staffs, formerly Licensed 
Victualler Stafford Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

rd, Holloway, Printer’s 


McA.ay, Rosert Savr, Ho: 
eb2 Ord Feb 2 


igh Court Pet A 
Mowx, Joun ILLI1AM, Handsworth, Staffs, Dairyman 
Mo 5 Pet as 4 x 8 
RGAN, JoHN, Swansea, ing House Keeper Swansea 
Pet Feb 3 ‘Ord Feb 3 
Oppy, Wii11am, Bradford, Journeyman Paper Bag Maker 
Bradford Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Serane, peewee, Leics, 
b3S Ord Feb 3 
Boe, Joseru, Red Ton Market, Whitecross st, Box Manu- 
facturer 


EEL, GrorcEe Carrier 
Leicester 


h Court PetJani10 Ord Feb 4 
Po Pair Erxest Le Porr, Parkhurst Convict 
"Prison, ‘ys W, Convict Newport and Ryde Pet Jan 20 


Sean Sas Epwarp, Moor Monkton, nr York, Farm 
Labourer York Pet Feb2 Ord Feb3 
Ropeers, Cuarixs, Scarborough, Saddler Scarborough 
Pet Feb 2 Feb 2 
DGE, byt a Waterloo, Lancs, Stationer Liver- 
pool Pet Jan Ord Feb 2 
Rows, Grorae nll and Henry Rowe Rowe, Wellington 
st, Camden Town, Builders High Court Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 2 
— Joun Latruam, Morriston, Swansea, Insurance 
Agent Swansea Pet Feb3 Ord ~_ 3 
James Wri11am, Pulham 8t M Magdal 
Farmer Ipswich Pet Feb 3 “ rd Feb 3 
Bxoox, Gerores Ricnarp, Landport, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 


Sreraeys, Frevericx Nortrn, Aston juxta Birmingham, 
Builder Birmingham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Tay.or, mee, = Suffolk, Plumber Ipswich Pet 
el 
Was Tuomas, and Rosert es nxs, Leigh, Lancs, Wring- 
Machinists Bolton Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
Wallingford, Berks Builder Oxford 
eb4 
Wozencrart, Joux, Norton, Radnor, Farmer Leominster 
Ord Feb 4 
Tae | Cuartzes Henry, New Broad st, Merchant 
High Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 


The following amended notice is reg gt for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Feb 


Wess, Wit11am Joux Viner, Halifax, Seaiiaos Halifax 
Pet Jan. 30 Jan 30 


en, Nor- 


Weer, Tuomas, 
“Pet Feb 4 Ord 


ORDERS RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Hakznisox, Joux, Newcastle st, Strand, Publican High 
Court’ Rec Ord Dec 16, 1992 Rese Feb 2 
Suer.ock, Hzewry Atmonp, St Helens, Painter Liverpool 
Ree Ord Jan 16 Resc Jan 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asity, bey Tomas, and Jonn Tuomas Asusy, Union 


Broad ~I porvangy and Contractors Feb 16 
at2.30 Bankru; 


Besrizy, Witt1a™ he 
Merchant Feb 17 at 11 
Booyss, — Jane, and Samvur.t Josern Bonner, 
on st, e, Mineral Water Manufacturers 

2 17. at 2.30 Denkreptey bidgs, Carey st 
late Marylebone rd, o' aaa Feb 14 


s, Carey st 
righouse, nr Halifax, Stone 
Off Rec, Town hall chmbrs, 


me u wy bl 
Bupoertr, 8 A & Co = age, Carey at Sitgn, Bitepegute st 
Within 


Merchants 


Carey 
Catrermovut, Taomas Marruzw, Walbrook, ad Stationer 
Feb 17 at 11 fm oma, cy bidgs, Carey 
er Feb 17 at 12.30 
aa prter lawn lane, on thn 
Core, ay the yow , Waltham Abbey, Essex, 
RE. 15 at 3 ” Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 


Croess.x, meg 4 ape AiReeeeniasy dan Casey on aus 


Agent Febiéati Bankru pea Cue 
Davey. Hagry Firzyer, Ang rd, xton, ‘ 
cones & “ 
vi 


Feb 14 at 2 30 kruptcy bldgs, 


9 ge 


Feb 18.02 12:90 
Garr Wgstam, Pies Eifion, Criccieth, Carnarvonshire, 
house Keeper Feb 15 at 12 White Lion 





Grover, Joux, Shefield, Grocer Feb 15 at 10.30 Off Rec, 


lane, Sh 
Gru = Ervesr, Pans My Camberwell, Baker Feb 14 at 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hasina, Joux, eins, Meaihesten, Syste, Senger Feb 
15at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Har, a. Water, — Staffs, Music 
Smith Feb 15at11 23, Colmore row, 

Harrison, JAmus Barriert, Cra mews, Harlesden, 
Jo! Feb 15 at 1 ym bldgs, Carey st 

Hossacx, Atrrep, Gloucester ny sq, Artist 
Feb 14at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Isaacs, Jovan, Mare st, a A esed Feb 14 at 1 
Bank ruptey dldgs, Carey st 

comm, Lape k Feb 21 at 2 

Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon acer 

Juppa, Ferpiwayp, Hol viaduct, hyd any f Op- 
tician Febi5at11 Bankruptcy bl bldgs, Carey 

Lewis, Roperr Apams, Lewisham, Kent, pea Dealer 
Feb 14.at 11.30 24, Railway app, Lendon Bridge 

LivinGston, Mancarer, Aston, Warwickshire, G 
Fet 15 at 12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Maxx, Taomas, Whitti Moor, Derbyshire, Baker 

Feb i4 at 3 ‘Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Marse, Hewry Joszrn, Dewhurst rd, Shepherd’s Bush 
Feb 15 at 1 Bankruptcy | st 

Maruias, bing og P k, Lab Feb 18 at 
ll Off Ree, 11, Qua: st, Carmarthen 

NEALE, Gnonas, Bacup, es, Chemist Feb i4ati11 Off 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 

Nictoisoy, Ropert Fraycis, Leeds, Manufacturer Feb 14 
at3 Queen’s Hotel, Welli st, Leeds 

Maker 


Oppy, Wit.1aM, Bradford, Journeyman 
Pit, Grorce Epwanp, Loughbo: rough, Carrier Feb 17 at 
3.30 





Paper 
Feb 20 at 11 Of Ree, ‘31, Manor row, Bradf 
Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


Paar, aes Epwarp, Moor Monkton, Yorks, Farm 
bourer Feb 20 at 12.30 Off Rec, York 
PriTcHARD, JAMES, , Mon, Grocer Feb 15 at 12 


Off Rec, Merthyr T: 
Bolton gdns West Feb 16 at 12 


Sawpay, Henry Pair, 
Bankruptcy bl dgs, Carey st 
IL St Mary Magdalen, Nor- 
Feb 14 at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st 


Situ, James LIAM, 
folk, Farmer 

Tare a, Bildeston, Suffolk, Plumber _Feb 14 at 12 
Of inces st, Ipswi 

Teas Frep, Salford, Auctioneer Feb 15 at 11 Off Rec, 

1, Manor row, Bradford 

Tnoute Evan, Liwynbedw, Lianfairorllwyn, i 

oan Hosiery Manufacturer Feb 18 at 10.30 Off 


y st, 
Tuomas, jean M. (deceased), late of Egremont, Cheshire, 
late Joiner Feb 17 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 


Wholesale 
Furrier Feb 15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Tuorytox, Joun, eld rd, Haverstock hill 
to Coal Merchants Feb 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


st 
Tuneitt, Jonn Lewis, Brighton, Financial = Feb 15 
at 2.30 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London 
Unipee, 5 atan Have veer es, Farmcr Feb 17 
at 12 4, Pavilion 
Wathen Hants, Builder 


Varpy, Wiiiiam, "Bish ops 
Feb 17 at 12.15 2 Ree, 4, ‘eat st, Southampton 
re, 


Watkins, Epwarp, wn, 
Feb 17 at1 Off Ree, oes 

WELLS, Frepenrick, Killieser avenue, Streatham hill, Auc- 
tioneer Feb17 at12 Bankru bldgs, Carey st] 

Wurtcoms, Horace Wituiam Jons, borough rd, 
me, Journalist Feb 16 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey 
Wansn EW, Bury st, St axe, Advertising Agent 


Feb 15 at 12 Bankruptey 
ro Epuvunp, Basbey, b hoe Ohine Desler Feb 14 at 
Lithographic Printer 


3 St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Woop, hed Worttey, Liv 4 

Feb 15 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Batrour, won, Janae, Utrecht mansions, Haarlem rd, West 
late of Public Companies’ High 
—y Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Bentiey, Witt1AM Hewyry, Brighouse, nr Halifax, Stone 
Merchant Halifax Rt Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Yorks, Mill 
eb2 Ord Feb3 


Biamires, WIt.iam, =e Batley, 
ae Pet 

Bowner, Hareiert Janz, and Samvet Joszrn Bonner, 
Neston st, Rotherhithe, Water Manufac- 
turers High Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Bouttoy, Annis Martiip, Fratton, Hants, Draper Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb2 Ord Feb3 

Buxtine, Samvet, Parwich, pera, Farmer Burton 
on Trent Pet Jan 30 Ord J 

Catvert, Gsorce Puriip toma ject, Commercial 
Traveller Leeds Pet Feb 2 Ord Fe 


Cuarman, Rosert Witi1aM, 4, 5 3- Oni . ‘ottenham, Wine 
has 4 
nstead, 


pool 
Tuoryx, Henry, Honey lane Market, tay ae, Care 


Merchant Edmonton 

Cnartwoop, CHARLES = bed late of East Gri: 

fo gon late Builder Tunbridge Wells Pet Dec 30 

Feb 2 

Cooxe, Samvuet, Leicester, Coal Dealer Leicester Pet Feb 
Cciaea aes,  Eayesr L Acoring- 
‘oopeR, Mervin Epwarp, and Ernest “wee 

ton, Grocers Blackburn Pet Jan 1 x nd Feb 
Cow ey, Leonarp Beacuam, Penarth, G 

diff Pet F: Ord Feb 3 


b2 
ed Feb 3 Hay Factor Peter- 


Crisp, Cuaries, Swavese' 
borough Pet Feb 4 

Cooma, 5 exry Jonny, Aldermanbury avenue, Commission 

High Court Pet Feb1 Ord F Feb 1 
Davies, Davin Lianelly, Carmarthenshire, Grocer Car- 
en Het Jan 90 ” Ord Jan 30 , 

Davies, ray Gilfach Goch, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Grzoros, Newsham, nr Blyth, Northumbrid, 


Foster, Jamas, Blawede, Tat ri Boot Manufacture? . 
Form. ae" 5 Sree, Fisherman East Stonehouse . 


UB nist Senn Hulme, Manchester, Scotch 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 4 me 

Hanraison, James Barter, Craven Park mews 

Jobmaster Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 1 
Harcuer, Groner Witi1am, Dorchester, Grocer Do 

ter Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 3 
ee Arruur, Leeds, itect Leeds PetFeb2 Ord 

e 


Hosss, Wruiiam Durrert, Canterbury terrace, Maida 
Vale, Horse Dealer on Commission High Court Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb2 

ay ~ ® Fade, Blackpool, Painter Preston Pet Feb 3 


Issorsox, Frepericx, Darlington, Refreshment House 
Keeper Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


James, Tuomas, Porth, Glam, Farmer Pontypridd Pet 

3 Feb 3 ee Feb 3 SS nis, G 

eNkIns, Davip, Whitworth I berdy! lam, 
Licensed Victualler Pet Feb 3 ‘Ord Feb 3 

wn, Cardiff, Grocer 


» Tobacconist South- 


Jongs, Hannrett, Lower 
Pet Jan 19 canes 
JonEs, cnn vs JouN, 
ampton Feb at 4 Ord Feb4 
me Wastes Landport, Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 28 
Legs, ‘(oe Oe Warwick, Catile Dealer Warwick Pet Feb 


Musox, ny Macclesfi Silk Manufacturer Maccles- 
field Pet Jan 19 Od feos : 
‘ormerly Licensed 


Massey, Witu1am, Mill meece, Staffs, 
Victualler Stasord Pet F Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Morcay, Joun, Swansea, House 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 
Neatt, Grorce,’ Bacup, Lancs, Chemist Oldham Pet 
0 aw ho we Jou P Maker 
ppy, WILLIAM, ourneyman Pa; 
Bradford Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 8 oe 
Prer.t, Georce Epwarp, W: ld, Leies, Carrier Lei- 
cester Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 
Pariuips, ALEXANDER, Portobello rd, Notting = Tobac- 
conist Court Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 
Pratt, Joun Eowasp, Moor Monckton, nr Fork, Farm 
Labourer York Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 3 
* Roprnsoy, Atrrep Von per Au rd, Tottenham, 
Auctioneer lov 2 Ord Feb? 
Ropcers, CHARLE , er 
Pet Feb 2 Ord’ Feb 2 
Rovutteper, Wiiu1aM, Waterloo, Lancs, Stationer Liver- 
pool Pet Jan31 Ord Feb4 
Rowe, Groner fee Te and Hexay Rowe Rows, W 
ton st, Builders High Court Pet 
2 Ord Feb 2 


Saunpers, Joun het Mo: 8 Insurance 
Agent Swansea Pet Feb3 Feb 3 

Taree, o. Seam — Suffolk, Plumber Ipswich Pet 

wa Txomas and Rosert Burys, Leigh, Lanes, 
ing Machinists Bolton Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

va Epwarp, Newtown. 


hire. 
ewtown Pet Jan 26 Cot yea ; 
beds =) Tuomas, W: . Berks, Builder Oxford 
r Pet Feb 3 Ord Fe eb 4 “ 
ILLS, waRD Distry, Refreshment house Keeper 
ante Pe an On en ior Danbury 
1Ls0N, EpMonp. , Oxi er 
Pet Jan 90, Ord Feba’ 
Wozencrart, Joun, Norton, Radnor, Farmer Leominster 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 4 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Simmoys, Cuarves, Granville rd, Hornsey, Traveller High 
Court Adjud Dec 5, 1892 Annul Feb 2 


Swansea 


Wring- 





SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 17.—Messrs. Torus & Harvina, at the Mart, 
2 —_ Freehold Property (see adv ertisement, 
p. 4). 


56. e 

an. 28, 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLicrTors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bound 
at the ofce—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 








E..iorr, 
B 


der Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 


application be made direct to the Publisher. 








